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1. Overview

The Cincinnati Election Reform Commission includes representatives of Cincinnati’s
three political parties and appointees of Mayor Charles Luken. The Commission was asked to
consider a number of election and structural reform proposals, including whether our City
Council should be elected by Districts, whether Cincinnati should return to proportional
representation voting for Council elections, and whether there should be changes with respect to
the powers of the Mayor. (Resolution, Attachment A.)

Over the last fifteen years, Cincinnatians have voted on several changes to the way City
officials are elected and City government is organized.! The most recent change was adopted in
May 1999. For the first time since the creation of the Council/Manager form of government in
the 1920’s, Cincinnatians authorized the direct election of the Mayor. The directly-elected
Mayor initiates the selection and removal of the City Manager. The City Council retained the
power to approve the selection or removal of the City Manager. Under that system, the City
Manager reports to both Council and the Mayor.

Another proposal that has been debated in Cincinnati over two decades, but which has
never appeared on the ballot, is election of Council members by District. Since the creation of
the Council/Manager form of government in the 1920’s, Cincinnati City Council has consisted of
nine Council members, elected at large, either by proportional representation, or since the mid-
1950’s by the current 9X system.

In undertaking its work, the Commission considered and studied proposals for enhancing
the power of the Mayor, District elections for Council members, proportional representations,

and other less significant changes. Each of our proposals had varying degrees of support as

! See Attachment B, List of Election Reform Issues on the Ballot and Outcomes.



noted below. Our proposals reflect the belief by many of us and among many members of the
community that Cincinnati needs more accountable and effective governmental and political
mechanisms to respond to the serious challenges our City faces.

Our Charter members have prepared a Minority Report which will either be attached to
this Report or separately provided to Council. The Minority Report indicates the extent to which
members of the Commission join in that Report.

2. The Purpose and Goals of the Commission

When we began our work, the Commission identified our mission, strategies and goals
for evaluating proposals to make our election and governmental structures more effective for
these times.

(a) Cincinnati Election Reform Commission Mission

The purpose of the Commission was to determine whether Cincinnati’s current electoral
system is serving the City well, and, if not, recommend a better system to City Council and the
Public.

Possible Alternatives To Be Studied:

. Election of Council by District

. Election of Council by Proportional Representation

. Executive Mayor

. Other Alternatives or Combinations Proposed by the Public

(b) Cincinnati Election Reform Commission Strategies

. Conduct Public Hearings

. Solicit Public Input



. Consult Experts

. Evaluate Systems Used in Other Cities

. Examine Options Such as District Elections, Proportional Representation,
Combined District and At-Large Systems, and Executive Mayor

(¢) Factors To Consider In Deciding Whether An Election System Serves
Cincinnati Well

. Accountability
. Representative/Inclusive
. Equitable
. Easily Understood
. Encourages Higher Voter Turnout
. Reduces the Dollars Required to Run a Campaign
. Ability of Voters to Make Informed Decisions
. Demands and Promotes Leadership by Elected Officials
. System Is Efficient and Effective
. Encourages Competition
. Encourage Regional Cooperation
3. The Commission’s Effort to Seek Out Citizen Input and Expert Advice

During October and November 2003, the Commission conducted three public hearings at
locations in Bond Hill, Westwood and Oakley for the purpose of soliciting citizen input. The
hearings were broadly publicized and relatively well attended. The Commission hearings were
telecast over City cable so as to further discussion in the community about the possibility of
election and structural changes for the City. While there was no effort to scientifically measure

input received at these public hearings, a slight majority of those in attendance appeared to favor



the election of Council members by Districts. But some citizens did express support for
maintaining the at-large system for Council elections and proportional representation.

The Commission recognized that input received at public hearings would not necessarily
represent the views of all our citizens. As a result, we commissioned a public opinion poll done
by Public Opinion Strategies, a polling organization which has conducted public opinion polling
in Cincinnati since 1993. A summary of the Public Opinion Strategies Poll, conducted January
13 and 14, 2004, is attached hereto as Attachment C. A separate section of this report discusses
aspects of that poll many of us considered to be significant.

The City Council resolution creating the Commission asked that any recommendation
calling for District elections include appropriate maps. To draw District maps, the Commission
obtained the services of Mr. Bob Dykes of Triad Research in Cleveland, Ohio. Mr. Dykes is a
recognized expert in legislative apportionment. We asked Mr. Dykes to prepare maps showing
fifteen, nine and six Districts, which would preserve to the extent possible neighborhood
boundaries, create relatively compact Districts, and comply with applicable federal law. During
the course of this work, the Commission rejected outright a fifteen-district proposal. The
Commission approved for Council’s consideration two District maps: one showing nine Districts
and one showing six Districts. These separate maps are attached hereto as Attachment D.

Finally, the Commission sought information on systems used by other comparable cities
in America. We identified and obtained the services of Craig Wheeland, Ph.D., from Villanova
University, a nationally recognized expert in local government structures. Dr. Wheeland
prepared a report and supplemental report for us along with a Power Point presentation. Those

items are attached hereto as Attachment E.



In order to obtain these professional services, the Commission, by resolution, solicited
financial supports from a number of local business and civic organizations. The Cincinnati
Business Committee and the Greater Cincinnati Chamber of Commerce have graciously assisted
the Commission with the financial support needed to pay for these professional services.

4. A Summary of the Polling Information

The polling by Neil Newhouse showed that the political environment in Cincinnati is not
a positive one. Voters overwhelmingly believe (by a margin of 63% to 28%) that the City is off
on the wrong track. And two-thirds of voters believe the city is falling behind other similar
communities. A strong majority (by a margin of 56% to 38%) believe that the current City
Manager system does not work well. The sentiment for change runs across partisan, geographic
and racial lines in the City. In fact, only 15% of self-described Charterites believe the current
system could be kept as is. The hard part is determining what type of change a majority of
citizens will support.

There is majority support for an executive mayor being in charge of city government with
the support of a professional manager , citing a belief that the change would make the mayor
more accountable to the voters and give him/her the authority to get things done.

On City Council election reforms, voters are more divided, but a majority do believe the
current 9X system makes it difficult to hold individual members accountable. When presented
with electoral options, 43% supported district systems and 33% supported continuing 9X.
Regardless of their preference for districts, nearly two-thirds of voters do agree that district
elections will increase accountability of individual City Council members to voters, and will give

neighborhoods better representation because they will have their own Council member.



In short, the polling showed that the voters of Cincinnati are not satisfied with the current
affairs of the City, desire change, and seem willing to support a strong Mayor and district
election system for City Council.

5. A Summary of Dr. Wheeland’s Report

Dr. Wheeland confirmed that the form of government impacts local government
performance. The nature of the institution influences how elected officials will act. Ambiguity
and conflict over responsibilities can result in officials not acting appropriately due to conflicting
understandings of their roles.

Dr. Wheeland’s report provides a nationwide perspective on the institutional features of
U. S. city charters, particularly those with more than 250,000 residents. There are two principal
forms of city government for larger U.S. cities:

The Council/Manager Form

In its traditional form, this system features a relatively small Council, elected at large,
with a professional Manager appointed and removed by Council, in charge of the city
administration. In this form, the Mayor is usually a member of Council, not directly elected. Dr.
Wheeland describes this system as a “unification of powers” with Council exercising legislative
powers and executive powers delegated to an appointed Manager. In cities with a population
over 250,000, forty percent use the Council/Manager form or variations.

The Mayor/Council Form

This form follows the separation of powers concept used in the state and federal systems.
The City Council holds legislative power and approves the annual budget. The Mayor exercises
executive power, directing the city administration and choosing (and removing) department

heads. In cities with a population over 250,000, sixty percent use the Mayor/Council system,



most frequently in conjunction with Councils elected by district, or by a mixed system of district
and at-large Council members.

Dr. Wheeland’s report lists the advantages and disadvantages of both systems. The
national trend has been away from the traditional Council/Manager system in larger cities, with
further empowerment of Mayors to enhance their ability to provide more focused political
leadership. Attachment F shows the forms used in the largest American cities.

Cities such as Albuquerque, Oakland, and Philadelphia using the Mayor/Council form
have enhanced professional leadership by creating a Chief Administrative Officer position to
assist the elected Mayor.

Cincinnati is unusual among larger cities, with a Manager initially selected by a directly
elected Mayor, but reporting both to Council and the Mayor. Dr. Wheeland notes that “giving
the Mayor a general veto power in Council-Manager cities and the power to nominate the City
Manager and initiate the Manager’s removal creates rules that can make it difficult for the Mayor
to lead Council and for the City Manager to respond to both the City Council and the Mayor
when conflict is present.” (Report, p. 15.)

Dr. Wheeland observed that our existing system is set-up to fail because the City
Manager has to report to both a Mayor and nine Council members. This unusual
Council/Manager system arose from compromises made in 1999, when the initial “Strong
Mayor” initiative was proposed. Those compromises have caused the lack of institutional clarity
that results in ten people claiming to be the Manager's boss and directing his/her activities.
Throughout the nation, professional City Managers continue to provide professional city
management in a strong mayor system as a Chief Administrative Officer (CAO) or Deputy

Mayor. A CAO appointed by the Mayor could still be an ICMA credentialed manager, with a



graduate degree, experience in municipal government and a commitment to the ICMA code of
ethics. Such a CAO would be required to have forty hours of continuing education per year in
seventeen core competency areas.

6. Commission Recommendations

(a) Change to a Mayor/Council system, with the creation of a “Chief
Administrative Officer” position

Dr. Wheeland identified three potential strategies for addressing the basic structure of our
City government:
(1) Maintain the status quo, hoping that citizens’ satisfaction with city

government will improve with time.

(i1) Return to a more traditional “Council/Manager” relationship between the
Mayor, City Manager and Council, with the Mayor returning to City
Council and having no greater reporting relationship with the City

Manager than other members of Council.

(ii1))  Further empowering the Mayor by adopting a more traditional
Mayor/Council form of government, with professional management
provided by a Chief Administrative Officer appointed and removed solely

by the Mayor.

By a vote of 10-3, the Commission recommends this last alternative, shifting to a Mayor/Council
form. The current system, with the City Manager reporting both to the Mayor and Council, is
confusing, ineffective and inefficient. This structure not only frustrates efficient administration

but fragments leadership. Citizens do not know on whose desk “the buck stops” when



contentious decisions are made. The present system has not helped the City cope with the
variety of challenges we have faced in recent years.

For instance, we believe that an appointed City Manager as CEO has limited ability to
bridge our City's racial divide. Leading a city involves more than directing staff, preparing
budgets and monitoring contracts. Strong mayors can tackle tough issues through use of the
bully pulpit, political capital and moral courage. A strong Mayor can speak to and for the people
and provide critical solutions, roles an appointed Manager cannot fill. Dr. Wheeland cited
Philadelphia as one example where then-Mayor Ed Rendell avoided racial conflict through
strong political leadership to defuse a brewing crisis.

Citizens expect strong leadership from the Mayor. To provide that leadership, that office
must have the authority that will allow him or her to perform to the expectations of the citizens.
With the authority to take charge of the City administration through the appointment of a CAO
and other key department heads, the Mayor will be fully accountable to the citizens, with real
authority to make strategic decisions for the City that can then be carried out by the
administration. The Mayor can be the true leader of the City, while Council members can
concentrate more on constituent services in their neighborhoods, and passing laws and the budget
as the legislative body of the City.

Our specific recommendations on this issue are summarized as follows:

1. The Mayor will be the Chief Executive Officer of the City.

2. The Mayor shall appoint and can remove without Council approval a CAO who
would report to the Mayor. The CAO would have the type of professional
credentials required of the City Manager under Section 1, Article IV of the current

Charter (“shall be appointed solely on the basis of his or her executive and



administrative qualifications and need not, when appointed, be a resident of the
City or State”). In essence, the CAO will be the Chief Administrative Officer of
the City, with duties and responsibilities for the overall management of the City,

under the direction of the Mayor.

The CAO will have those administrative duties assigned by the Mayor to assure

the efficient operation of the City.

The Mayor will have the power to appoint, without Council approval, the
Administrative Officers identified in Article IV, Sections 5, 6, 7, and 9 (City
Solicitor, Director of Finance, Director of Public Utilities, Superintendent of
Water Works), and other department heads and administrations currently

appointed by the Manager.

The Mayor will continue to have the power to appoint members of the Boards and

Commissions, but without Council “advice and consent.”

Mayor’s Legislative Role. The recommendation is that the Executive and

Legislative roles be separated, with the Mayor responsible as an executive for the
administration of the City with the assistance of the CAO, and the Council
responsible for the legislative function. As a result, the Mayor would no longer
chair Council meetings and appoint the chairs of Council committees. Instead,
the City Council would organize itself, would name a President of Council, to
preside at Council meetings, and a President Pro-Tem, to preside at Council

meetings if the President of Council is unavailable.
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7. Issues of Succession. There would no longer be a “Vice Mayor.” The CAO

would have the powers and perform the duties of the Mayor during the Mayor’s

absence or disability (the current role of the Vice Mayor).

“In the event of the death, removal or resignation of the Mayor,” a member of
Council designated in advance by the Mayor (similar to Council designations of
successor appointment) would become Mayor. There need be no change in the
election procedures at Article III, Section 3, with respect to the timing the special

election in the event of the death, removal or resignation of the Mayor.

8. Method of Election. We do not recommend any changes in the method of

electing the Mayor. There should continue to be a four-year term, with a runoff

“open” primary in September and a general election in November.

The Commission has prepared draft Charter language showing how the current
provisions of the Charter with respect to the Mayor and City Manager would be changed.
(Attachment G.) The Solicitor should be asked to develop a full proposal for Charter
amendments to implement this recommendation.

Changes also would be required in the City Administrative Code. Any Charter
amendment language could simply require a change in the current Administrative Code
substituting the title “Mayor” for “City Manager.” Council would continue to have the power to
amend the Administrative Code by a super-majority vote as allowed in the current Charter.

7. Council Elections

There was only a slight (7-6) majority in favor of changes in the manner in which

Council is elected. We heard the following arguments during our public hearings and from a
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number of other experts we consulted, including former Mayor Eugene Ruehlmann, former
Council member and Governor Jack Gilligan, and former Council members Marian Spencer and
Bobbie Sterne.

(a) Proportional Representation

Our Charter members organized a presentation supportive of returning to the proportional
representation system for electing Council members which had been used in Cincinnati from the
mid-1920’s through the mid-1950’s. Proportional representation allows voters to rank
candidates for City Council from one to nine with “first place” votes receiving greater weight
than “ninth place” votes. The major argument for proportional representation is that it allows
smaller constituencies within a city’s population to identify and elect a favorite candidate, even
though that candidate might not have the support of the majority. Proportional representation
was on the ballot in Cincinnati in 1988, 1991 and most recently in 1993, and was rejected each
time.

By vote of 10-3, the Commission did not recommend reverting to proportional
representation. The arguments made against proportional representation concerned the
complicated and (for some) confusing methods for counting ballots in a proportional
representation system. Our research indicated that proportional representation is utilized in only
one city in the United States (Cambridge, MA). Further, the argument that proportional
representation does a better job of assuring minority representation seemed to some of us to be
no longer compelling in light of changes in population and voting patterns over the last ten years.

(b) The Current 9X System

Since the mid-1950’s, our nine-member Council has been elected at large with the nine

candidates receiving the most votes elected to Council. Advantages identified with respect to
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this system include that Council members must campaign throughout the City and must build
relatively broad coalitions crossing racial, neighborhood, and class lines, in order to assure their
election. This requires successful candidates to show concern for all City neighborhoods and the
overall health of the City. Critics of the 9X system come in many instances from neighborhoods
that believe that they have routinely been underrepresented on Council. These critics point out
that most Council members generally come from a relatively small number of City
neighborhoods; for example, North Avondale, Mt. Lookout, and currently Bond Hill. In
particular, some neighborhood leaders on the west side of the City contend that their
neighborhoods have been under-represented on and disregarded by Council.

Other arguments made against the 9X system include the high cost of running for election
citywide, which necessarily limits the number and types of candidates who can run. Further,
some opponents of preserving the 9X system believe that successful at-large Council candidates
sometimes ignore the concerns of constituents for better quality City services in their
neighborhoods. With its large field of candidates, the 9X system allows a candidate to be elected
to City Council with a small minority (approximately 33%) of the citywide vote. As a result, the
9X system does not easily allow voters to hold candidates accountable for their actions/inaction
and does not allow clear electoral choices as a head to head race would permit. By a close vote
of 6 for and 7 against, the Commission rejected preserving the 9X system.

(c) Election of Council Members by Districts

Proponents of District elections who appeared before our Commission argued that
Council members elected from relatively small geographic areas would be more focused on
improving the quality of the neighborhoods they represent. Neighborhood and constituency

groups who believe they are not represented well by the 9X system express the view that District
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elections would assure that their neighborhoods are better represented by Council members more
accountable to the neighborhoods they represent.

Some of us believe that in a system with an executive Mayor and Council Districts, the
Mayor could focus more on the overall best interests of the City. Council members could work
with the Mayor and the City administration to make sure that services are properly delivered to
their Districts. Such systems work effectively in many successful American cities with the type
of racial diversity we enjoy in Cincinnati. In fact, if the City adopts a mayor/council form of
government, we would be one of a very few large cities that elects Council at large unless we
adopt some form of district elections.”

Those of us who supported the District plan believe that Cincinnati would be better
served with Council members elected from neighborhood-based Districts. Many Cincinnatians
currently live in poor and/or segregated neighborhoods (Districts). These communities contend
they exercise little power in the current at-large Council election system. Powerlessness in poor
and/or segregated neighborhoods results partly from the inability of residents of these
neighborhoods to successfully elect candidates to council and hold them directly accountable.

Neighborhood-based districts allow similarly situated Cincinnatians of comparable social
stature, economic means and political interests to bring together their collective power on
Election Day — aggregating, organizing and leveraging their political interests — to define and
determine their own political leadership and hold that leadership accountable with the ultimate
electoral sanction, a direct vote. District elections would provide a logical entry point for
citizens involvement in local government. A Cincinnatian who wants to serve his or her

neighborhood and City should not be expected to compete City-wide and raise $100,000 plus to

2 Of all cities above 330,000 population, 21 elect Councils at large; 42 by District; and 37 have a Mixed District/At-
Large system. (Dr. Wheeland’s Supplemental Report.)
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have a chance to win. This requirement makes for a terribly high barrier for local government
participation.

Moreover, the financial costs of running for Council are exorbitant. According to the
October 2002 report of Ohio Citizen Action, 26 candidates spent $1.9 million during the 2001
Council campaign. The nine winning candidates spent an average of more than $168,000 per
candidate, or nearly 80% of total dollars raised. Incumbent candidates raised 3.7 times more
than non-incumbents. The result can be Council members overly reliant on wealthy contributors
and special interests, and largely immune from defeat due to the financial and name recognition
advantages that are necessary in the at-large system.

Courts have consistently struck down government imposed campaign spending limits as
unconstitutional. Serving as a form of de facto campaign finance reform, neighborhood-based
Council Districts address this seemingly intractable problem in a practical manner.

Neighborhood-based Districts will drastically change the financial dynamics of Council
campaigns. By reducing to a more manageable amount the number of residents that Council
candidates must reach in a campaign - to around 37,000 for nine Districts - the financial
threshold of campaign dollars needed to effectively compete for Council seats will be
significantly lowered. Under the proposed form, Council candidates cannot justify to either their
contributors or constituents a need for large expenditures for television and radio advertisements.
Council campaigns would necessarily become more “grass-roots” oriented. Quality candidates
in touch with voters could win election through hard work and grass-roots campaigning. Money
would no longer be the most important factor.

As executive power in the Office of Mayor increases, legislative power should be fairly

shared throughout each Cincinnati neighborhood. Consolidation of executive power and
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dispersion of legislative power is wholly consistent with our republican form of government, and
its separation of powers.

Opponents argued that Districts would necessarily “divide” or “balkanize” the City,
pitting neighborhood against neighborhood. Some expressed the concern that downtown, which
is a significant source of City revenue, would necessarily be ignored by a Council elected by
Districts. But many believe that the current 9X system already balkanizes the City. It balkanizes
the City where Council members support the political interests of those who helped them get
elected. In our at-large system, those municipal interests may not be wholly based on geographic
constituents, but relate to the demands of the interest groups or contributors providing the base of
a member’s electoral support.

True, some neighborhoods believe they have been well-served by the current 9X system.
That may be because those neighborhoods have long been well represented on Council. For
example, from 1967 to 1997, 135 council seats were available. Of 135 council seats available, 81
(60%) were filled by residents of just four (8%) of Cincinnati’s 52 neighborhoods: Mt. Lookout,
North Avondale, Westwood and Clifton.

During that same 30-year period, 32 (61%) of Cincinnati’s 52 neighborhoods did not
have even one of their residents elected. This historic trend illustrates that that the ability to be
elected to council has been substantially concentrated or “balkanized” into only a few
neighborhoods.

For these reasons, by a vote of 7 for and 6 against, the Commission recommends a system
of electing nine Council members using nine Districts. We attach a map which we believe

would be an appropriate method of dividing the City into Districts. (Attachment D.)
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The District election system we recommend would include the following elements,

subject to the drafting of specific Charter language with the help of the Solicitor:

(1)

(i)

(iii)

(iv)

Nine Districts. The District map should preserve to the best extent
possible neighborhood boundaries, should be relatively compact, and must
comply with federal court guidelines concerning standard deviations of
population and racial balance. We believe the attached map complies with

these legal requirements. (Attachment D.)

Elections. Council elections would remain non-partisan, with a non-
partisan primary in September every two years, on the same date in
September used for the mayoral election every four years. The top two
vote getters in the primary would face off in the general election in
November in their District. This would assure each Council member wins

at least fifty percent of the vote in the District.

Petitions. There should be a downward adjustment in the number of
signatures obtained necessary to qualify for the ballot, since Council

candidates would not be running citywide.

Apportionment. Every ten years, following issuance of census data, the

nine-member Council would appoint a Reapportionment Commission,
with each incumbent Council member allowed one appointment. The
commission would have one hundred twenty days to recommend to
Council a new District map for the City reflecting population changes. If

the map was not adopted within thirty days by the City Council, the power
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of redrawing the District boundaries would go to the Mayor, who would
have sixty days to issue a map that would control in subsequent elections
until the next decennial census. (A similar approach appears in the

Cleveland Charter.)

(v) Initial Districts. A majority of the Commission believes that the maps

attached to this report would be fair and appropriate. However, if Council
places a nine-District proposal on the ballot, it should consider whether or
not the reapportionment procedure recommended above should be used to
establish the first set of District boundaries. The disadvantage in such an
approach (as opposed to simply including an initial map as part of the
Charter amendment proposal) would be to delay for several months after a
Charter amendment vote the establishment of District boundaries.

Further, some citizens may be reluctant to vote for a Charter amendment
proposal creating nine Districts without knowing exactly where the initial

District boundaries would be.

(d) The 6 District/3 At-Large Alternative

Another proposal which the Commission considered, but did not support, was a “mixed”
system, with six Council members elected by District and three Council members elected at
large. Some have expressed the view that such a system might well provide a balance between
better neighborhood representation while having at least some Council members focused on the
City’s interest as a whole. As indicated in Dr. Wheeland’s report and charts, a number of cities

comparable in size to Cincinnati with strong Mayors use a mixed system including both District
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and at large Council members. Attached to this report as Attachment D is a six District map we
recommend if Council chooses to place this type of “mixed” system on the ballot.

(e) Council Salaries

Cincinnati Council members are now paid two-thirds the salary of Hamilton County
Commissioners, amounting to more than $57,000 annually. Dr. Wheeland’s survey shows that
the average Council salary in cities over 200,000 population is $23,735 in Council/Manager
cities, and $39,061 in Mayor/Council cities. If Council members are elected by District, it was
the view of the Commission that the level of salary now in place would no longer be appropriate.
District Council members would not be required to spend significant amounts of time traveling
throughout the City to meet with constituents. Instead, their focus would be on their
neighborhood Districts.

In addition, some have expressed the view that as Council positions have turned from
part time to full time in recent years, based in large part upon the relative size of the salary,
Council members have lost a “big picture” focus on overall City policy and have become more
directly involved in attempts to “supervise” the City Manager, department heads, and various
City employees. To some, this micro-management by Council members creates the impression
that the City administration is so bogged down in responding to the demands of Council
members that important City projects and initiatives have been delayed or frustrated. The
Commission cannot make a meaningful judgment as to whether these concerns are legitimate.
However, the Commission did vote by 7 — 4 (with two abstentions) to recommend reducing
Council salaries to one-third the amount paid to Hamilton County Commissioners. This would

amount to a fifty percent reduction in Council salary.
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® Term Limits

In 1991, the citizens of Cincinnati voted to impose eight-year (4 terms) term limits on
Council members. Term limits were not a subject that Council’s resolution asked our
Commission to consider. Nor did we receive significant input one way or the other on the issue
of term limits during our public hearings. There was no term-limit question asked in the poll.
However, in his report to the Commission, Dr. Wheeland noted that many cities do not have term
limits for Council members and the Mayor. He further observed that term limits can have the
effect of prematurely removing experienced leadership from a City Council. By a vote of twelve
to one, the Commission recommends ending term limits for Council members as part of any
proposal to elect Council members by Districts. The Commission does not recommend changing
the eight-year term limit for the Mayor.

8. Conclusion

A majority of this Commission believe that significant changes are required to facilitate
stronger and more accountable leadership for our City. Our most significant recommendation is
a change to a Mayor/Council form of government, with the Mayor clearly in charge of the City
administration, assisted by a professional Chief Administrative Officer. Just more than half of
our members also support a Council elected by nine Districts, rather than the current at-large
system. We believe that the citizens should have a chance to vote on these important proposals
in the November 2004 election when there will be significant voter participation, generated by
the 2004 Presidential election.

We offer our continued assistance in developing a comprehensive proposal for

consideration by Cincinnati voters.
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City of Cincinnati

Alicia Reece

Vice-Mayor
V03 VL $53

City Hall, Room 349 COMMITTEES

801 Plum Street : .

Cincinnati. Ohio 45202 Chairwoman

Phone (513) 352-3638 Health

Fax (513) 352-3236 . ’ Social & Children Services

E-Mail: Alicia.Reeced@cinencl.rcc.org Small Business Development
Employment & Training

June 12, 2003
MOTION Jurisdiction
Health, Human Semvices &
Children
Small Business
Job Growth
COMMISSION Employment and Training

CICA

.. . Chambers of Commerce
WE MOVE that the Electoral Reform Commission be appointed before Affirmative Action &

Council’s summer recess: and, Personnel

WE FURTHER MOVE that the structure of the Commission be made up %ﬁ;ﬁ?ﬂ
of thirteen (13) members; each major political party (Democrats, Rules
Republican, and Charter) will appoint three members; and the Mayor will

appoint four (4), with one serving as the chair, no member of City Council

nor Council candidates would serve on the Commission; and,

WE FURTHER MOVE that all appointments be made formally by the
Mayor and voted on by Council by June 25, 2003 and that the
Commission begin to hold/meetings this summer; and,

WE FURTHER MOVE that this Special Commission examine the
following Electoral Reforms:
> A District Representation System (recommendation must
include lines)
» A Proportional Representation System (must include full
explanation of how the system will work)
» An Executive Mayor form of government; and,

WE FURTHER MOVE that this Commission report directly to the
mayor and city council no later than February 1, 2004 through a special
session(s) of the entire Council.

Mayor Charlie Luke/

Equal Opportunity Employer

ice Mayor Alicia Reece

I:/Reece/motions/motion2003/05-03motions/electoralreformsselection
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PUBLIC OPINION STRATEGIES

CHARTER CHANGE POLL
Key Findings from a survey of 300 registered voters in Cincinnati, Ohio
Conducted January 13-14, 2004.

1 NEIL NEWHOUSE

PUBLIC OPINION

STRATEGIES PARTNER * newhouse@pos.org




The political environment in the city is not a
positive one...
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Voters overwhelmingly believe the city is
off on the wrong track.

Generally speaking, would you say that things in Cincinnati are going in the right direction, or
have they pretty seriously gotten off on the wrong track?

70%
63% 62% 63%
60% Q %70, 9%
b)
55% 2o
50% |47% &g
41%
40%
32% . 2 AV
30% | 7 % O o 28%
54 RGfro 5%
20%
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They do not give the City Council positive scores.

And, do you approve or disapprove of the job the Cincinnati City Council is doing?

57% o 60%
. 53% 50%
44% 477 449
o
] . ] i
June August December August January
1998 1998 1998 2001 2004

B Approve EDisapprove
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Voters are overwhelmingly focused on the
issues of crime and race relations.

And, what would you say is the most important problem facing Cincinnati today, that is,
the one that you, yourself, are most concerned about?

Crime 18%

30%

od5l111-: M Poor Police/Law Enforcement 5%

Race Relations 11798 22 %

Race Issues

(1]
Economic 14%

Local Government - 10%
M-
n-

(V)
Growth/Transportation | 1%
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I
And, two-thirds of voters believe the city is

falling behind other similar areas.

Generally speaking, do you believe that the city of Cincinnati is staying ahead of other similar areas
across the country, it is keeping up with them, or is it falling behind other similar areas?

Keeping Up
24%

/

| Don't Know/Refused
7%

- Staying Ahead
3%
Falling Behlnd

66%
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Those voters who say the city is falling
behind focus on...

@@ CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004




VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important reasons why you believe the city is falling
behind other similar areas across the country?

Voters who feel Cincinnati is falling behind have three
main focuses: economic problems, racial tensions and a
lack of vision for the future.

On the first point, voters cite that businesses in
Cincinnati are leaving the area or requiring excessive
amounts of money to stay. They also find that there is
no decent development plan for downtown or the river
front area. So, not only are the businesses leaving, but
voters see no plan for entertainment or other
improvements to replace them or entice them to stay.
Several voters said they look to Kentucky for things to
do and the right way to run things economically.

@ CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL - JANUARY 2004 8



VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important reasons why you believe the city is falling
behind other similar areas across the country?

Secondly, the race problem is prevalent in these
responses (33 mentions). Voters overwhelmingly point
to race issues and problems with the police force and
crime as reasons the city is falling behind. Interestingly,
Republican voters tended to mention racism in general,
and Democratic voters mentioned the police force
problems more specifically. But the overall consensus is
that there is a lack of cohesion in Cincinnati and the
racial problems are keeping the city from progressing.

continued
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important reasons why you believe the city is falling
behind other similar areas across the country?

And, that lack of progress ties in with the third main
concern — a lack of vision for the future of Cincinnati.
Voters complain that there is no leadership in the city; no
one is coming up with a plan to bring Cincinnati back to
life. Several voters say that the city is stuck in the past,
and that there is no planning or looking forward at all.
Voters believe the government in Cincinnati seems to be
reactionary — instead of taking action now to prevent
future problems, they are reacting, in some cases too
late, to problems as they arise.

continued
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important reasons why you believe the city is falling
behind other similar areas across the country?

As part of this, the voters criticize the city for having the
wrong focus, or a complete lack of focus. They want the
city to figure out a way to plan and work together

towards that plan. As one voter put it, Cincinnati needs
“harmonious vision.”

continued
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important reasons why you believe the city is falling
behind other similar areas across the country?

I believe that we are falling behind
due to economics, crime, taxes, and
education.

Race relations are poor. The City
Council is incapable of working as a
team.

Kentucky builds it and we talk
about it.

Lack of city leadership. | don't know
how to expand on the fact that we're
not getting enough of the city
leadership, and their approach to
economic development isn't very
sound.

Q@O CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004

They are losing business, they are
moving into outlying areas or
moving out altogether. They just
don't seem to be able to maintain
companies and stores in the
downtown area.

We are losing our young
population to other areas. We
have a lot of racial problems. The
different races of Cincinnati refuse
to talk to one another. Also, they
refuse to understand one another.



VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important reasons why you believe the city is falling
behind other similar areas across the country?

We're neglecting our Our ridiculous City Council is a
neighborhoods and putting our joke, and they try to micro manage
money downtown, and haven't seen everything. There is too much
anything about that. Public racism.
education is a shambles. Homicide
numbers are astronomical. Of course, there's the crime issue,
but | think the main problem is
The city is not taking initiatives to that we wait until things get really
build for the future. And | don't bad and then we try to fix it, but
mean building as in bricks and then it's too out of hand and
mortar. Like planning for the future nobody knows how to fix it. | think
of the city. it has a lot to do with racial issues
in the city. I also think there is a
Economic development. The river tremendous lack of accountability
front development is too slow. by the city leaders, city fathers
We're losing jobs. and city mothers.
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important reasons why you believe the city is falling
behind other similar areas across the country?

We're falling behind because the Two reasons. One is the economy,
city does not have a harmonious and the other is the racial climate.
vision on what it needs to We have had a lot of bad problems
achieve, to become what it wants in the city. Our racial climate has
to be. become part of the economy.

I think it comes back to the racial Well, all we have to do is look
problem. It's just | never thought across the river to the Kentucky
about it that way, and | don't like side of the river to see how we
that. | never thought black and have fallen behind.

white, but now it's almost like you
have to. | feel uncomfortable
about that.
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Despite the fact that voters are divided on the issue of
whether the city’s system of government is providing
effective leadership, there is a fairly strong sentiment

that the current city manager system is not working
well.

@@ CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004




|
Voters are divided on who is most responsible for

running the city, and who SHOULD be responsible
for doing so.

And, based on what you have seen, read or heard And, which do you believe SHOULD
about city government, which one of the BE MOST RESPONSIBLE for actually
following do you believe is MOST responsible for running city government...

actually running city government...

39%
330, 34% 36%
City City City City
Manager Council Manager Council
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And, more voters believe the City Council is
accountable to the city's voters than the Mayor.

And, as a voter, which do you feel is most accountable to the city's voters...

The Mayor
31%

City Manager
7%

Don't Know/Refused
6%

S AII of Them Equally
City Council 7%

50%
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Voters are divided on whether the city's system of
government is providing effective leadership.

Now, as you may know, under Cincinnati's current charter, the Mayor of the city is directly elected, the

Mayor is responsible for picking the City Manager who is the chief executive officer of city government,

and the City Manager then reports to both the Mayor and the City CouncilDo you believe that this
current system is providing effective leadership to address the city's problems?

Total Yes 43%
St lyY
Total No 49% ro;goz es

Not-so-strongly Yes

22%
4 ~ Don’t Know/Refused
9%
- AN
Not-so-strongly No
18% Strongly No

31%
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Yet, a strong majority of voters believe the current
system does NOT work well.

Now, 1'd like to read you two different opinions regarding the city's system of government
and please tell me which you agree with most...

The city's current City Manager system of

government works well because a o

professional administrator runs city Strongly 38%
government, rather than the politicians. Agree

20%

The city's current City Manager system does 38%
not work well because the City Manager is 0 o
responsible to both the Mayor and the City Strongly 56%

Council, making it unclear who is in charge, Agree
resulting in few things getting done.

@ CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL - JANUARY 2004 19



While there is sentiment for change in the
city's current government, few voters want a
"major overhaul."

And, do you believe that the current form of city government...

Is serving the city well and

o 17%
should be kept as it is

Is not serving the city as well as it 54%
should and needs some changes

Is not serving the city well at all

o
and needs a major overhaul 28%

Q@O CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004
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The sentiment for some change cuts across
partisan and racial lines.

Current Form of City Government

By Local Election
Party ID

58%
46%

GOP DEM
(27%) (43%)

B Kept As Is BNeeds Some Changes Needs Major Overhaul

41% 42%

Charterite
(12%)

By Race

White African-
(59%) American
(35%)

Q@O CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004
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There is significantly more support for a stronger
Mayor with chief administrative officer than for an

executive Mayor proposal.

@@ CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004




Voters oppose a proposal calling for the
elimination of the city manager.

This first proposal continues to call for the direct election of the Mayor and eliminates the
position of city manager, making the Mayor directly responsible for running city government.
Would you favor or oppose this proposal?

Total Favor 40% Somewhat Favor
Total Oppose 59% 20%
Strongly Favor
20%
Somewhat Oppose | ‘
19% . Don't Know
1%

Strongly Oppose
39%

Q@O CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004
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-
VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important benefits to the city of this type of
change in the form of city government?

This question was asked of voters after hearing the plan for
directly electing the Mayor while eliminating the position of
city manager.

The main benefit the voters mention is accountability. They
approve of the plan because it makes one person
responsible for leading the city. And they say it would not
only provide more direct leadership, but also that it means
there is one person to blame. And because the voters do
not elect the city manager, they feel that under this
arrangement, they can just vote the mayor out of office if
they are unhappy with the city’s progress.

@ CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL - JANUARY 2004 24



VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important benefits to the city of this type of
change in the form of city government?

Voters who approve of this plan like that it would be a less
confusing form of government, and that it would streamline
communication between city council and the mayor. As
one voter said, it cuts down on the number of “mouths
getting into it,” and expedites the process.

And finally, just a couple of voters mention that eliminating
the city manager would mean one less salary to help cut
costs.

continued
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

BENEFITS
There would be a clear vision for It would dissipate the split
the city, to develop it further. decisions of the government. It
would cut out the go-betweens
We would have an accountability, and would keep from shifting
we would know who to blame. blame and would make things

more stronger.
It clarifies accountability. That is

it. If the Mayor is elected and is I think there would be one boss.

responsible for the City Council, They have too many bosses.

there is no question as to why

something is or is not working. Well, direct access to somebody
who can make changes in

The more you hold him policies. If you don't like what he

responsible, the more he’'ll be or she is doing, you can vote them

responsible. out.
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important drawbacks to the city of this type of
change in the form of city government?

On the other side of the issue, voters opposed to this plan

say it would give too much power to the Mayor. They want
to spread the accountability out and have different people

responsible for different aspects of government.

Voters believe that a city manager is trained to know how to
run government, and therefore can better handle aspects of
the job in which the Mayor may not be experienced. Many
of these voters doubt that the Mayor is qualified to handle
all the responsibilities of running the city. They believe the
city manager takes the day-to-day city management out of
the Mayor’s hands so that he can focus on other things.
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important drawbacks to the city of this type of
change in the form of city government?

Lastly, the voters opposed to the plan believe that having
one elected and one appointed official prevents corruption.
The city manager is not concerned about re-election and
can focus more on the job at hand instead of a political

career.

continued
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

DRAWBACKS
The Mayor would be tied up in I like the idea of the Mayor being
day to day planning. elected by the people, but | don't
like the Mayor to have the full
Well, for one thing, it would put power of doing everything.
too much strain on the Mayor, Sometimes they can say stuff and
which won't help his assigned get in there, and sometimes they
duties. totally change their minds, and if
you give them the full power,
I think it spreads out the there's nothing you can do about it.
accountability between the two,
the Mayor and the city manager. The Mayor is going to be pretty
They both have different areas to damn busy. He's like the XO.
focus on. (Executive Officer)

You are putting too much power
in the Mayor's hands.
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

DRAWBACKS
It lends itself to corruption and I think that a city should be run by a
inefficiency. The elected Mayors technician who would be trained
are not qualified to run a city, and and qualified to operate the city
they are not managers. The government.
Mayor's role is political and the
manager role is more I've not been impressed that
management, and both have to Mayors know how to run a city.

take part.
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|
There is support for a stronger Mayor,
keeping the City Manager.
This next proposal continues to call for the direct election of the Mayor and makes the Mayor

solely responsible for hiring and firing the City Manager, essentially making the Mayor
responsible for running city government. Would you favor or oppose this proposal?

Total Favor  50% Strongly Favor
V)
Total Oppose 44% 28%

Somewhat Favor

23% ~ Don't Know
5%
: J‘\
Somewhat Oppose Strongly Oppose
16% 28%

@ CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL - JANUARY 2004 31



Support is strongest among Republicans.

Stronger Mayor/Keep City Manager

By Local Election
Party ID

58%
48% 49%
35%
GOP DEM
(27%) (43%)

47% 51%

Charterite
(12%)

HFavor EQOppose

52%

White
(59%)

By Race

48% 50%

African-
American
(35%)
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important benefits to the city of this type of
change in the form of city government?

This question was asked of voters after hearing the plan for
directly electing the Mayor while making the Mayor solely
responsible for hiring and firing the City Manager.

Again, voters approve of this plan because it would
centralize power in the Mayor’s office. They believe it
would help make the Mayor stronger and better able to
work with city council. They feel that the power is too split
between the council and the Mayor and that by centralizing
the Mayor’s power more, he would be more effective — it
would make it more clear who is in charge.
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important benefits to the city of this type of
change in the form of city government?

Voters like the accountability that goes with directly
electing the Mayor. They understand that the Mayor would
be responsible to the voters, and by keeping the city
manager position under his control, he would not have to
spread himself thin with the everyday management of the
city.

continued
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

BENEFITS
The fact that there is someone It gets the power structure back in
who is totally responsible, not place. Too many things have gone
three factions, and there is an awry. Too many fingers in the pot,
appointee of the Mayor's. The and it's rather chaotic.
council seems to be too powerful.
They should have some power By giving the Mayor a stronger
but not as much. hand to manage the city would

cause a little better working

It allows one person to be in conditions between the Mayor and
charge, instead of a bunch of City Council.

ineffective idiots.
The Mayor is responsible to his

It gives the Mayor a little more constituents. His hiring would
power, which he should have, hopefully reflect that.
without having exclusive control.
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

And, what would you say are the most important drawbacks to the city of this type of
change in the form of city government?

Voters opposed to the plan believe it gives too much power
to one person. It would remove any checks and balances
that exist between the Mayor and City Manager. They
believe this would make the City Manager’s position more
political, and would further reduce the ability to hold
anyone accountable for the government’s actions.

Further, voters believe the city manager should be
independent. They say having the city manager serving at
the whim of the mayor would undermine that person’s
ability to do their job, and keeps the city manager from
being responsible to the people.
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VERBATIM RESPONSES

DRAWBACKS

Simply that the Mayor and the
city manager would be in each
other's pockets. They would be
too close, and the jobs could be
compromised.

It would make the city manager
too much at the whim of the
elected politicians. That the city
manager position needs a certain
amount of autonomy from the
political system.

I think it would be one person
having too much power, if there's
no checks and balances for the
Mayor.

Q@O CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004

If you put one person in charge,
you give too much credence and
power. You already got a bunch of
control freaks down there.

I think it puts too much power in the
hands of one person. It's not very
democratic, and it also gets further
and further away from the people.

Because any time you give a Mayor
so much power, he ends up using
that power to his advantage and
then takes over the city. If that
Mayor had all the power, then |
would be out in the field picking
coftton.

37



When voters are asked about the proposals to
make the Mayor more directly responsible for
running the city...
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I
They overwhelmingly believe they would make the

Mayor more accountable to the voters and give
him/her the authority to get things done.

Now, please tell me if you agree or disagree with each of the following statements
regarding these proposals to make the Mayor more directly responsible for running the city.

These proposals would make | 76%
the Mayor more accountable to
the voters.
They would give the Mayor the 72%
authority to get things done in
the city.
M Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree

M Strongly Disagree " Somewhat Disagree
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But, voters are also concerned that the proposal
would give one person too much power.

They would give one person too much power, making it easier to corrupt city government.

Total Agree  53% Strongly Agree
Total Disagree 45% 35%

Somewhat Agree
18%
~ Don't Know
2%
_ % N
Somewhat Disagree Strongly Disagree

21% 24%
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Despite the City Council’s low approval rating, there is
widespread belief that they are responsive to the
iIssues that concern the city and local neighborhoods.

@@ CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004




I
Voters believe City Council is responsive to both
city issues and neighborhood issues.

Now, on a related topic, how responsive do Now, how responsive do you feel that the
you feel that the City Council is to issues City Council is to issues that concern you
that concern the city? and your neighbors?
Total Very/Somewhat 70% Total Very/Somewhat 61%
Total Not Very/Not at All 28% Total Not Very/Not at All  37%
S hat
Somewhat OTQe‘:Z :
48%

Very

22% Very
’ 12%
e AN
% ’ R Not Very Don't Know/
Not Very \ Don't Know/ 229/ Refused
0 Not at All Refused Not at All etuse
17% efuse 20

10% 3% 14% /o
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Fully half of voters say there is a member of City
Council who really stands up for the concerns of
their neighborhood.

And do you believe there is a member of the City Council who really stands up for the
concerns and problems in your specific neighborhood or community?

50%

Total

Q@O CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004

520, 997

o

West

(23%) (20%)

By Region

59%
53%

H

(21%)

BMYes HMNo

Central
(17%)

41%3g0,

East
(18%)

By Race
61%

44%44%

White African-
(59%) American
(35%)
43



And, there is virtually no outrage among voters
about the salary Council members receive.

Now, as you may know, Cincinnati City Council members are paid $57,000 annually.
Do you think that is too much, not enough or about right?

Not Enough
7%

Too Much
18%
Just About Rughtv
68%
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Voters are more status-quo oriented on the
question of changing the system for electing City

Council.
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|
Half of those polled believe the system of electing
Council members at-large should be kept as it is.

Now, as you know, the Cincinnati City Council is comprised of nine City Council members, all of whom
are elected at-large, that is, by all voters in the city. Do you believe that the current system of electing
all nine members of the City Council at-large...

Is serving the city well and

oy 53%
should be kept as it is

Is not serving the city as well as it 34%
should and needs some changes

Is not serving the city well at all

and needs a major overhaul 1%
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The "status quo' sentiment is softest
among Charterites.

Electing Council Members At-Large

By Local Election
Party ID

53% 55%

13%

GOP
(27%)

DEM
(43%)

B Kept As Is BNeeds Some Changes Needs Major Overhaul

11%

46% 447/,

Charterite
(12%)

10%

53%

White
(59%)

By Race

11%

53%

35%

African-
American
(35%)
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|
Yet, despite the sentiment to keep things as they are, a

majority of voters agree that the current system makes
it difficult to hold individual members accountable.

Now, please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statement: The city's current system
of electing city council members at-large makes it difficult for residents to hold individual members
accountable for their actions and leaves many neighborhoods without an advocate on City Council.

Total Agree 55% Strongly Agree
Total Disagree 41% 31%

Somewhat Agree

24%
/

Somewhat Disagree
23%
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18%



Despite the general sense from voters of satisfaction
with the current system of electing City Council
members, there is openness to neighborhood districts.
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From four choices, just one-third prefer the current

system of electing Council Members.

And, which one of the following ways of electing the city's City Council do you believe would provide the
city with leadership and a strong neighborhood voice?

The current system of electing all Council

o
members at-large across the city. 33%

A new system where council members are 20%\
elected from specific neighborhood districts.
Neighborhood
Districts 43%

23%

A new system where some council members
are still elected at-large, but most are elected
from specific neighborhood districts.

A new system where council members are still
elected at-large, but where voters rank their
council candidates in order of preference.

19%
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Voters reject a proposal for a fifteen member

district-only City Council.

A proposal that calls for fifteen council members to be elected, with all fifteen being elected
from specific neighborhood districts, with each district including about 22,000 people. Under
this proposal, council salaries would be reduced so that the cost of City Council would not
increase.

Total Favor 30% Somewhat Favor
0 16%
Jota Oppase STk " trongly Favor
o
Somewhat Oppose 14%
17% _
~ Don't Know
3%

\
Strongly Oppose

50%
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e
Voter attitudes are divided on two other

neighborhood district proposals.

A proposal that calls for nine council members
to be elected, three who would be elected
city-wide, and six others from specific
neighborhood districts, with each district
including about 55,000 people.

46% >0%
0

34 %
Strongly

18% Oppose

Strongly Favor

A proposal that calls for nine council members
to be elected, with all nine being elected from
specific neighborhood districts, with each
district including about 36,000 people.

49%

44%

28%
23% Strongly

Strongly Oppose
Favor
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And, voters are also open to a proportional

representation system.

A proposal that calls for nine council members to be elected city-wide, where voters rank their
council candidates in order of preference and votes are tabulated based on each candidate's
ranking among all voters.

Total Favor 48%

Total Oppose 48% Strong':%/Favor
0

Somewhat Favor

28%
~ Don’t Know
4%
l \
Strongly Oppose
Somewhat Oppose 29%
19%
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Support for all of these City Council proposals falls short
of the system described in our December 1998 poll.

Now, as you probably know, Cincinnati has nine City Council people who all run city-wide, or at-large.
There is a another part of this proposal we are discussing which changes the way City Council is
elected so that there would be just three at-large City Council seats, and eight others would be elected
from specific neighborhood districts, with each district including about 40,000 people. If you had to
vote today, would you support or oppose this proposal dealing with City Council?

Total Support 63% Strong:?z(o?upport
Total Oppose 34% °
Somewhat Support ‘
31%
| Don't Know
/ 3%
/_ Strongly Oppose
Somewhat Oppose 21%
12%
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There is little support for a "top vote-getter"
proposal for neighborhood seats, and some division
on non-partisan primaries.

Under this proposal, all of the candidates for both the
at-large seats and the neighborhood seats would run
in the general election, with the top vote-getter in each
race winning the seat, even if the candidate received
less than 50% of the votes cast. Do you favor or
oppose this aspect of the proposal?

Total Favor 30%
Total Oppose 62%

Somewhat Favor

Under this (first/next) proposal, candidates for both
the at-large seats and the neighborhood seats would
run in non-partisan primaries, with the top two
candidates in each race facing off in the general
election, similar to the way the Mayor is elected. Do
you favor or oppose this aspect of the proposal?

Total Favor 46%
Total Oppose 47%

Somewhat Favor

Somewhat 21% 33% Strongly
Oppose Favor
27% Strongly 13%

9%
Don't Don't
@
8% Somewhat 7%
Oppose
Strongly Oppose 22% Strongly Oppose
35% 25%
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Despite a lack of support given these proposals, voters
agree they increase the accountability of City Council
members and give neighborhoods better representation.

Now, please tell me if you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding the
establishment of neighborhood city council districts.

It increases the accountability of 67%

individual City Council members to
the voters.

This proposal would give 64%
neighborhoods better representation
because they would have their own
City Council member. 32%
Il Strongly Agree Somewhat Agree

Il Strongly Disagree Somewhat Disagree
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Further, voters believe the proposal would cut the

cost of campaigning and lessen the influence of
special interest groups.

This proposal would cut the cost of campaigning for city council seats, lessening the influence of special
interests and making it possible for a wider variety of people to run for office.

Total Agree  67% Strongly Agree
Total Disagree 26% 35%

Somewhat Agree

300, /\Don t Know

6%

AN
Strongly Disagree

| 14%

Somewhat Disagree
12%
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But, there is also a sense that the districts might

increase City Council bickering.

It would increase the bickering in City Council as members would fight for the
interests of their own districts.

Strongly Agree
Total Agree 62% :?5);/0 |

Total Disagree 35%

Somewhat Agree
27%

. Don't Know

3%

N
y Strongly Disagree
/

15%
Somewhat Disagree
20%
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And, voters generally believe the proposals would
increase the likelihood of more minority
representation on City Council.

It would increase the likelihood of more minority representation on City Council.

By Race

61%

S5 52%

42%
31%

White African-American
(59%) (35%)

M Agree MDisagree
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Despite voters’ overall positive sentiment regarding
the responsiveness of City Council, there is greater
support for the neighborhood district proposal than

the executive mayor proposal.
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The neighborhood proposal wins majority support

from voters, while the executive Mayor proposal
falls a little short.

Now, through the course of the interview we've discussed two different ways to change the form
of government here in Cincinnati... The first has to do with providing the Mayor with more
power to run city government and the second has to do with changing the way the city council is
elected to provide more neighborhood representation. If the election were being held today,
would you vote for both the executive mayor proposal AND the neighborhood district proposal,
neither proposal, or just one of the two proposals?

Support for Both Proposals ‘ 24%
Executive Mayor 48%

Support for ., Neither Proposal 17%
Neighborhood Districts 54%

Executive Mayor Proposal Only

Q@O CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL — JANUARY 2004

Neighborhood District Proposal Only




|
The neighborhood district proposal falls short

with older voters.

Ways to Change the Form of Government

By Age
71% 73%
58%
47% 47% 4o 90%
- H

18-44 (28%) 45-54 (18%) 55-64 (18%) 65+ (34%)

B Executive Mayor Proposal B Neighborhood District Proposal
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e
The executive mayor proposal falls short

with Charterites.

Ways to Change the Form of Government
By Local Election Party ID

61%

ﬂ

-51%-

GOP (27%) DEM (43%) Charterite (12%)

H Executive Mayor Proposal ENeighborhood District Proposal
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Interestingly, college educated women strongly
prefer the neighborhood proposal over the
executive mayor.

Ways to Change the Form of Government

By Gender/Education
68%
0
52%  52% 520 _ 0% 50%  50%

- - - ]

Men Men Women Women
Less Than College College+ Less Than College College+

(25%) (23%) (33%) (17%)

I Executive Mayor Proposal ENeighborhood District Proposal
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And, voters who believe the city is off on the wrong track as
well as those who say the city is falling behind support the
neighborhood district proposal over the executive mayor.

Ways to Change the Form of Government

By Mood of City

58%

50%

48%

48%

Right Direction
(28%)

Wrong Track
(63%)

I Executive Mayor Proposal B Neighborhood District Proposal
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60% 58%
' i
Keeping Up Falling Behind
(24%) (66%)



Not surprisingly, a wide majority of voters believe
the neighborhood district proposal would do the
most for getting the city on the right track.

And, which proposed change do you believe would do the most to get Cincinnati on the right
track, the executive mayor proposal or the neighborhood district proposal?

By Mood of City
60%
56% 50%
34% 31%
Executive Neighborhood
Mayor District
Proposal Proposal
Total Right Direction Wrong Track
(28%) (63%)

I Executive Mayor Proposal B Neighborhood District Proposal
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But, the neighborhood district proposal loses
support if the districts aren't defined at the
time of the vote.

ASKED OF THOSE VOTING BOTH OR NEIGHBORHOOD PROPOSAL ONLY (54%)

And, thinking about a neighborhood district proposal for city council, would you still vote
for a neighborhood district proposal, even if the districts had not yet been defined, but
would be determined at a later date through a non-partisan district selection process?

% of Total Sample

Yes, Without Defined Districts 29%
No, Not Without Defined Districts 23%

53%

Yes, Without No, Not Without
Defined Districts Defined Districts
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CINCINNATI CHARTER CHANGE POLL

January 13-14,2004 . - N=300 Registered Voters -~ -

Project: #04022 . Margin of Error = + 5.66%
L Generally speaking, would you say that things in Cincinnati are going in the right direction, or

have they pretty seriously gotten off on the wrong track?

10/97 10/98 12/98 3/99 4/99 9/99 8/01 10001 1/04
33% 48% 49% 53% 53% 44% 27% 25% 28%  Right Direction
48% 35% 43% 38% 41% 43% 62% 59% 63% Wrong Track
19% 13% 7% 9% 4% 12% 9% 14% 8% . No Opinion

* 4% 1% 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1%  Refused

9/93 10/93 4/95 6/95 995 1095 11195 6/97

32% 27% 41% 28% 25% 30% 26% - 57% Right Direction
47% 55% 48% 63% 359% S57% 353% 32% Wrong Track
22% 18% 11% 9% 15% 12% 20% 11% No Opinion

* * * * * * " 1% * Refused'




(ASKED Q2 OF SAMPLE A ONLY, N=152)
And, what would you say is the most important problem facing Cmcmnatl today, that is, the one

2.

that you, yourself, are most concerned about?

CRIME 30% o
Crime  .......cviiiieiiiiinnin, 18%
Drugs/Alcohol ..................... 3%
Gangs/Juvenile Delinquency ............ *
Poor Police/Law Enforcement ......... 5%
Poor Courts/Judicial System............. -
OtherCrime ..................... . 4%
ECONOMIC 14%

Economy/Recession ................. 2%
Inflation ............ ... il -
Unemployment ..................... %
Low Wages/FewJobs . ............... 1%
Poor Business Climate ............... 2%
Other Economic .................... 6%
TAXES - 4%

Local Taxes (General) ................. -
Property Taxes ...............cout 2%
Other Specific Local Taxes............ 1%
SalesTax .........c.civiinnnnnnnnn. -
State Income Taxes . ................. 1%
TaxIncreases .............covvviuns 1%
OtherTaxes .........oovvviiniianinn. -
EDUCATION 5%

Quality of Education . ................ 1%
School Financing ................... 1%
Administration .......... ... 0., -
Wasteful Spending .................... -
School Violence ................. ... -
Classroom Overcrowding ............... --
Other Education .................... 3%
HEALTHISSUES -

Caring for the elderly/Soc.Sec ........... --
Rising cost of healthcare ............... -
Hospital/Nursing Home care ............ -
AvailabilityofCare ................... --
Poor Coverage/Benefits ................ --
Prescriptiondrugcosts ................. -
Malpractice/docs leaving state ........... -
Gov't Not Doing Enough ............... -
OtherHealth ........................ -

STATE/LOCAL GOVERNMENT 10%

Poor/Corrupt Leadership ................... %
Gov't Spending/TooMuch ............. PN -
Gov't Spending/Wasteful ................... 1%
Spending on wrong priorities ................ 1%
Mayor.......ooiiinineiiniinnn feriieas 1%
State Legislature ... ... et 1%
Budget Shortfali/Deficit .................... 1%
Other Government ............... PP 3%
CityCouncil ...........ccvvnunnns e 1%
City Charter ........ e, -

GROWTH/TRANSPORTATION 1%

Too .much growth/development ................ *
Loss of openspace ........... e 1%
Road Maintenance/Potholes ................... -
Traffic/Congestion ..........covvieeienrannan -
Need moreroads........ e eeeneiaaeas R
OtherTraffic...........cooieiiiiiiiiiiiin =
Gasolineprices . ...........vviiiiinnnn, I
LightRail .............oooiiiiiiiiiiiinn., -
AIrponts/noise ......cocviiiiiieiiiiiiiaans -
BUSES .....ivuiueeeverianeeinacennieonans -

ENVIRONMENT -

Waterissues ........... et teanteiee ey -
Recycling .................... e -
Pollution .........coviit it iiirnnnrennnes -
Garbage/Landfills ................ ..ol -
OtherEnvironment ...........c.oiiviiiinennnn -

OTHER /SPECIFICLOCAL ISSUES 1%

Decline in Moral Values ..................... -
War/Peace .......ccveevreerncerranannans 1%
TerrorisSm .. ovvtieieie e inen i -
BengalsReds ...............ccoiiiiniia, --
NewStadium ..........c.cciiiiiiiiininnnn, -
RACIAL PROBLEMS 22%

RaceRiots .....ccnvvrineiiiieiiniannanens 1%
Race Boycott ........... SN 1%
RaceRelations ..............ciiiiann. 20%
Other (SPECIFY) ........ccooviiiiininnnn. 4%
NoProblems .........cociieiiiinnenaanens 2%
DontKnow .....coooiviiiiiiiiinnininn, 7%




Cincinnati Charter Change Poll
MOST iMPORTAN’I‘ PROBLEM TREND

4/95 9/95 10/95  6/97 10197 12098 3/99 4/99 9/99

Page 3

: 12/98 8/01  1/04
CRIME 33% 43% 33% 25% 22% 21% 20% 19% 2% - 27% 30%
RACE ISSUES A 7% 2%
. ECONOMIC 10% 8% 6% 6% % 9% @ 8% ™% 5% 8% 14%
LOCALGOV'T 6% 4% 6% 3% 9% 11% 12% 10% 9% 8% 10% -
EDUCATION 19% 15% 23% 16% 16% 25% 27% 24% 29% 6% 5%
TAXES 4% 4% 5% 3% 9% 5% 10% 5% 5% 4% 4%
GROWTH/TRANS 1% - 1% 3% - % 3% 3% 2% ¢ 1%
HEALTH - 1% 1% - - 3% 3% - 3% 1% -
ENVIRONMENT 1% 2% 1% . 1% 1% - - 1% 1% 1% 1% -
STADIUM - - - 3% 12% 7% 4% 4% 4% - -
3. And, do you approve or disapprove of the job the Cincinnati City Council is doing?
6/98 8/98 12/98 8/01 1/04 -
6% 9% 8% 6% 6% STRONGLY APPROVE
28% 35% 36% 26% 31% SOMEWHAT APPROVE
23% 25% 27% 25% 25% SOMEWHAT DISAPPROVE
34% 22% 26% 35% 25% STRONGLY DISAPPROVE
8% 7% 2% 9% 12% DON'T KNOW
1% 3% 1% * 1% REFUSED
34% 44% 44% 32% 37% TOTAL APPROVE
57% 47% 53% 60% 50% TOTAL DISAPPROVE
4, Generally speaking, do you believe that the city of Cincinnati is staying ahead of other similar

areas across the country, it is keeping up with them, or is it falling behind other similar areas?

12/98 1/04

5% 3% STAYING AHEAD
39% 24% KEEPING UP WITH
52% 66% FALLING BEHIND

5% 7% DON’T KNOW
- 1% REFUSED

(ASKED OF THOSE WHO SAID “FALLING BEHIND” IN Q4)

S. And, what would you say are the most important reasons why you believe the city is falling
behind other similar areas across the country? (Probe: What else? Please tell me more about

that.)

SEE VERBATIM RESPONSES
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6. And, based on what you have seen, read or heard about city government, which one of the
following do you believe is MOST responsible for actually ninning city government...

16%  The city manager
33% The Mayor
39% - The City Council

4% ALL OF THEM EQUALLY
5% DON'T KNOW :
2% REFUSED

7. And, which do you believe SHOULD BE MOST RESPONSIBLE for actuhlly running city
government... : : -

19%  The city manager
34% The Mayor
36% The City Council

7% ALL OF THEM EQUALLY
3% DON’T KNOW
* REFUSED

8. And, as a voter, which do you feel is most accountable to the city’s voters...

7%  The city manager
31% The Mayor
50%  The City Council

7% ALL OF THEM EQUALLY
5% DON'T KNOW
1% REFUSED
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9. Now, as you may know, under Cincinnati’s current charter, the Mayor of the city is directly
“elected, the Mayor is responsible for picking the City Manager who is the chief executive officer
of city government, and the City Manager then reports to both the Mayor and the City Council.
Do you believe that this current system is prov:dmg effective leadership to address the city’s
problems?
21% STRONGLY YES
22% NOT-SO-STRONGLY YES
18% NOT-SO-STRONGLY NO
31% STRONGLY NO
8%  DON'T KNOW
1% REFUSED
43% TOTAL YES
49% TOTAL NO
Now, I'd like to read you two different opinions regarding the city’s system of ; government and

10.

please tell me which you agree with most...

The city’s current City Manager system of government works well because a professional
administrator runs city government, rather than the politicians.

The city’s current City Manager system does not work well because the City Manager is

responsible to both the Mayor and the City Council, making it unclear who is in charge, resulting

in few things getting done.

20% STRONGLY CURRENT SYSTEM WORKS WELL

18% NOT-SO-STRONGLY CURRENT SYSTEM WORKS WELL

17% NOT-SO-STRONGLY CURRENT SYSTEM DOES NOT WORK WELL
39% STRONGLY CURRENT SYSTEM DOES NOT WORK WELL

4% DON'T KNOW
1% REFUSED

38% TOTAL CURRENT SYSTEM WORKS WELL
57%  TOTAL CURRENT SYSTEM DOES NOT WORK WELL
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11. .  And, do you believe that the current form of city government...
17% I serving the city well and should be kept as it is

54% s not serving the city as well as it should and needs some changes
28% Is not serving the city well at all and needs a major overhaul

2% DON’'T KNOW
*  REFUSED

Now, I'd like to tell you some information about aAcouple of proposéls that are being considered to
change the form of city government.

12, ThiS (first/next) proposal continues to call for the direct election of the Ma)"or and elirnihatcs the
position of city manager, making the Mayor directly responsible for running city government.

-Would you favor or oppose this proposal?

20% STRONGLY FAVOR
20% SOMEWHAT FAVOR
19% SOMEWHAT OPPOSE
39% STRONGLY OPPOSE

1%  DON’T KNOW
* REFUSED

40% TOTAL FAVOR
59% TOTAL OPPOSE

(ASKED SAMPLE A ONLY)

13. And, what would you say are the most important benefits (:1-2)/drawbacks (:3-4) to the city of
this type of change in the form of city government? (Probe: What else? Please tell me more
about that.)

RECORD VERBATIM RESPONSES
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14.:  This (next/first) proposal continues to call for the direct election of the Mayor and makes the
Mayor solely responsible for hiring and firing the City Manager, essentially making the Mayor
responsible for running city government. '

Would you favor or oppose this proposal?

STRONGLY FAVOR

28% »
23% SOMEWHAT FAVOR
16% SOMEWHAT OPPOSE
28% STRONGLY OPPOSE
5% DON'T KNOW
*  REFUSED
50% TOTAL FAVOR
44% TOTAL OPPOSE
(ASKED SAMPLE B ONLY)

15. And, what would you say are the most important benefits (:1-2)/ drawbacks (:3-4) to the city of
this type of change in the form of city government? (Probe: What else? Please tell me more
about that.)

SEE VERBATIM RESPONSES
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Now, please tell me if you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding these
proposals to make the Mayor more directly responsible for running the city. The (F IRST/NEXT)
statement is... :

TOTAL TOTAL STRONG SMWT SMWT STRONG

AGREE DISAG  AGREE AGREE DISAG DISAG DK REF
16. These proposals would make the Mayor more accountable to the voters. (Sample A, N=132)
76% 21% 50% 26% 8% 13% 1% 2%
17. They would give the Mayor the authority to get things done in the city. (Sample B, N=148)
72% 23% 43% 28% 6% 18% 4% 1%
18. Théy would give one person too much power, making it easier to corrupt city government.
53% 45% 35% 18% 21% 24% 2% ¢

(ASKED Q19 OF SAMPLE A ONLY)
19. Now, on a related topic, how responsive do you feel that the City Council is to issues that
concern the city? Do you feel it is...

22% VERY

48% SOMEWHAT

17% NOT VERY
..OR...

10% NOT AT ALL

...responsive?

2% DON’T KNOW
1% REFUSED

70% TOTAL RESPONSIVE
28% TOTAL NOT RESPONSIVE
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(ASED 020 OF SAMPLE B ONLY) »
20. Now, how responsive do you feel that the City Councxl is to issues that concern you and your
neighbors? Do you feel it is...

12% VERY

49% SOMEWHAT

22% NOT VERY
...OR...

14% NOT AT ALL

...responsive?

2% DON’T KNOW
- REFUSED

61% TOTAL RESPONSIVE
37% TOTAL NOT RESPONSIVE

19/20. Combined

Now, how responsive do you feel that tﬁe City Council is to issues that concern [the city/you and
your neighbors]? Do you feel it is...

17% VERY RESPONSIVE

48% SOMEWHAT RESPONSIVE

20% NOT VERY RESPONSIVE
.OR..

12% NOT AT ALL RESPONSIVE

2% DON’T KNOW
* REFUSED

66% TOTAL RESPONSIVE
32% TOTAL NOT RESPONSIVE

21. And, have you ever contacted a specific member of the City Council about an issue or problem
that concerned you?

34% YES
66% NO

-  DON’T KNOW
- REFUSED
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22, And do you believe there is a member of the City Council who really stands up for the concerns
and problems in your specific neighborhood or community?

50% YES
39% NO

11% DON’T KNOW
* REFUSED

23, Now, as you may ImoW, Cincinnati City Council members are paid $57,000 annually. Do you
think that is too much, not enough or about right?

18% TOO MUCH
7% NOT ENOUGH
68% ABOUT RIGHT

6% DON’T KNOW
1% REFUSED

24. Now, as you know, the Cincinnati City Council is comprised of nine City Council members, all
of whom are elected at-large, that is, by all voters in the city. Do you believe that the current
system of electing all nine members of the City Council at-large...

53% Is serving the city well and should be kept as it is
34% Is not serving the city as well as it should and needs some changes
11% Is not serving the city well at all and needs a major overhaul

2% DON'T KNOW
- REFUSED
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25..  Now, please tell me whether you agree or disagree with the following statement:
The city’s current system of electing city council members at-large makes it difficult for
residents to hold individual members accountable for their actions and leaves many
neighborhoods without an advocate on City Council.
31% STRONGLY AGREE
24% SOMEWHAT AGREE
23% SOMEWHAT DISAGREE
" 18% STRONGLY DISAGREE
4% DON'T KNOW
- REFUSED
55% TOTAL AGREE
41% TOTAL DISAGREE
26. And, which one of the following ways of electing the city’s City Council do you believe would

provide the city with leadership and a strong neighborhood voice?
33%  The current system of electing all Council members at-large across the city.

20% A new system where council members are elected from specific neighborhood districts.

23% A new system where some council members are still elected at-large, but most are

elected from specific neighborhood districts.

19% A new system where council members are still elected at-large, but where voters rank
their council candidates in order of preference.

4% DON’T KNOW
1% REFUSED
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Now, I'd like to tell you some information about some specific proposals that are being considered to-
change the way City Council is elected from all nine members being elected at large by all voters in the
city, and please tell me whether you would favor or oppose each one... The first/next one is...

TOTAL TOTAL STRONG SMWT SMWT STRONG
FAVOR OPPOSE FAVOR FAVOR OPPOSE OPPOSE D/K REF

27. A proposal that calls for nine council members to be elected, three who would be elected city-
wide, and six others from specific neighborhood districts, with each district including about

55,000 people.

47% 50% 18% 28% 16% 34% 3% 1%
28. A proposal that calls for nine council members to be elected, with all nine being elected from

specific neighborhood districts, with each district including about 36,000 people.

44% 50% 23% 21% 21% 28% 4% 2%

29. A proposal that calls for fifteen council members to be elected, with all fifteen being elected
from specific neighborhood districts, with each district including about 22,000 people. Under
this proposal, council salaries would be reduced so that the cost of City Council would not

increase.
30% 67% 14% 16% 17% 50% 3% -

Y1. A proposal that calls for nine council members to be elected city-wide, where voters rank their
council candidates in order of preference and votes are tabulated based on each candidate’s
ranking among all voters.

48% 48% 21% 28% 19% 29% 3% 1%

Asked in 12/98:

Now, as you probably know, Cincinnati has nine City Council people who all run city-wide, or at-large.
There is a another part of this proposal we are discussing which changes the way City Council is elected
so that there would be just three at-large City Council seats, and eight others would be elected from
specific neighborhood districts, with each district including about 40,000 people.

If you had to vote today, would you support or oppose this proposal dealing with City Council?

32% STRONGLY SUPPORT
31% SOMEWHAT SUPPORT
13% SOMEWHAT OPPOSE
21% STRONGLY OPPOSE
3% UNDECIDED
- REFUSED

63% TOTAL SUPPORT
34% TOTAL OPPOSE
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Now, I'd like to tell you a little more about a couple of the neighborhood district proposals.

30, Under this (first/next) proposal, candidates for both the at-large seats and the neighborhood seats
would run in non-partisan primaries, with the top two candidates in each race facing off in the
general election, similar to the way the Mayor is elected. Do you favor or oppose this aspect of
the proposal? ‘

13% STRONGLY FAVOR
33% SOMEWHAT FAVOR
22% SOMEWHAT OPPOSE
25% STRONGLY OPPOSE
6% DON’T KNOW
1% REFUSED
46% TOTAL FAVOR
47% TOTAL OPPOSE
31. Under this (first/next) proposal, all of the candidates for both the at-large seats and the

neighborhood seats would run in the general election, with the top vote-getter in each race
winning the seat, even if the candidate received less than 50% of the votes cast. Do you favor or
oppose this aspect of the proposal?

9%

21%

27%
35%

7%
1%

30%
62%

STRONGLY FAVOR
SOMEWHAT FAVOR
SOMEWHAT OPPOSE
STRONGLY OPPOSE

DON’T KNOW
REFUSED

TOTAL FAVOR
TOTAL OPPOSE
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Now, please tell me if you agree or disagree with each of the following statements regarding the
establishment of neighb'orhpod city council districts. The (FIRST/NEXT) statement is...

Ranked by Percent Strongly Agree

TOTAL TOTAL STRONG SMWT SMWT STRONG

AGREE DISAG AGREE AGREE DISAG DISAG DK REF

35. It increases the accountability of individual City Council members to the voters. (Sample A,
N=152) _ :

1704 67% 29% 46% 21% 12% 16% 3% 1%

12198 80% 19% 51% 29% 11% 8% 1% 1%

32, This proposal would give neighborhoods better representation because they would have their -
own City Council member. (Sample A, N=152) - A ’

104 64% 34% 35% 29% 14% 20% 2% 1%

1298 81% 18% 57% 24% 8% 10% 1% -

33. This proposal would cut the cost of campaigning for city council seats, lessening the influence of
special interests and making it possible for a wider variety of people to run for office. (Sample B,
N=148) A

104  67% 26% 35% 32% 12% 14% 5% 1%

12/98 76% 23% 44% 32% 9% 14% 2% -

36. It would increase the bickering in City Council as members would fighf for the interests of their
own districts. (Sample B, N=148)

1/04 62% 35% 35% 27% 20% 15% 1% 2%

*12/98 50% - 49% 25% 25% 28% 21% 2% -

34. It would increase the likelihood of more minority representation on City Council.

1/04 55% 38% 31% 24% 14% 24% 6% 1%

1298 67% 30% 34% 33% 19% 11% 4% 1%

*In 12/98 Q36 read: It would pit city council members against one-another as they fought for the
interests of their own districts rather than the overall good of the city.
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37. Now, through the course of the interview we’ve discussed two different ways to change the form
of government here in Cincinnati... The first has to do with providing the Mayor with more
power to run city government and the second has to do with changing the way the clty council is
elected to provide more neighborhood representation.

If the election were being held today, would you vote for both the executive mayor proposal
AND the neighborhood district proposal, neither proposal, or just one of the two proposals?

24% BOTH PROPOSALS _
17%  NEITHER PROPOSAL

24% EXECUTIVE MAYOR PROPOSAL ONLY
30% NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT PROPOSAL ONLY

3% DON’T KNOW
1% REFUSED

38. And, which proposed change do you believe would do the most to get Cincinnati on the right
track, the executive mayor proposal or the neighborhood district proposal?

32% EXECUTIVE MAYOR PROPOSAL
56% NEIGHBORHOOD DISTRICT PROPOSAL

1% BOTH

8% NEITHER

2% DON’T KNOW
1% REFUSED

Asked 12/98:

And, which aspect of this proposal do you think would do more to help the city of Cincinnati —
the direct election of a strong mayor, or the establishment of neighborhood city council districts?

49%  DIRECT ELECTION OF STRONG MAYOR
43% NEIGHBORHOOD CITY COUNCIL DISTRICTS

5% NEITHER
2% UNDECIDED
1% REFUSED
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(ASKED Q39 IF VOTING BOTH OR NEIGHBORHOOD PROPOSAL ONLY INQ37)

39.

And, thinking about a neighborhood district proposal for city council, would you still vote for a
neighborhood district proposal, even if the districts had not yet been defined, but would be
determined at a later date through a non-partisan district selection process?

BASE N=163

53% YES
42% NO

6% DON'T KNOW
- REFUSED

BASE N=300
29% YES
23% NO

3% DON’T KNOW
- REFUSED

Now, I have just a few more questions for statistical purposes only...

40.

First, in what year were you born?

6/95 10/95 6/97 10/97 8/98 10/98 12/98 10/01 1/04

8% 6% 9% 8% 7% 1% 4% 4% 4% 18-24
26% 16% 22% 19% 17% 15% 19% 12% 10% 25-34
21% 17% 24% 20% 22% 20% 25% 16% 14% 35-44
18% 21% 12% 21% 19% 17% 18% 23% 18% 45-54
11% 17% 12% 10% 15% 13% 11% 14% 18% 55-64
14% 23% 21% 21% 18% 25% 21% 27% 34% 65+

2% 2% 1% 1% 3% 3% 3% 5% 3% Refused
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41,

Trend:

6/97
15%
9%

5%
25%
6%
15%
22%
2%
24%

36%
37%

And in politics today, do you consider yourself...

a Republican,
a Democrat,
or something else?
13% STRONG REPUBLICAN
9% NOT-SO-STRONG REPUBLICAN
9% LEANREPUBLICAN
20% SOMETHING ELSE/INDEPENDENT/UNDECLARED
7% - LEAN DEMOCRAT
14% NOT-SO-STRONG DEMOCRAT
27% STRONG DEMOCRAT
1% REFUSED
22%  TOTAL REPUBLICAN
36% ~ TOTAL LEAN/INDEPENDENT
41% TOTAL DEMOCRAT
10/97 8/98 10/98 12/98 3/99 4/99  9/99 10/99
11% 15% 19% 16% 11% 12% 10% 15%
13% 9% 10% 13% 11% 10% 10% 9%
7% 6% 5% 11% 7% 10% 6% 7%
28% 21% 22% 11% 20% 14% 21% 22%
6% 12% - 5% 12% 13% 10% 6% 9%
12% 11% 10% 10% 11% 20% 15% 14%
19% 23% 26% 23% 23% 23% 21% 21%
2% 4% 3% 4% 4% 2% 11% 4%
24% 24% 29% 29% 22% 22% 20% 24%
41% 39% 32% 34% 40% 34% 33% 38%
31% 34% 36% 33% 35% 43% 36% 35%

8/01
13%
10%

7%
20%
8%
11%
26%
3%
24%

35%
38%

5%

24%
32%
38%

1/04 -

13%
9%

9%
20%
7%
14%
27%
1%
22%

36%
41%

Page 17

STR GOP
SOFT GOP

LEAN GOP
IND/UND
LEAN
DEM

SOFT
DEM
STR DEM

REF
GOP

LEAN/AIND
DEM
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And, in local city elections, do you consider yourself a Republican, a Democrat or a Charterite?

3%

42.
27% REPUBLICAN
42% DEMOCRAT
12% CHARTERITE
16% UNDECIDED/DON'T KNOW
4% REFUSED
43, And what was the last grade you completed in school?
1% SOME GRADE SCHOOL (1-8)
5% SOME HIGH SCHOOL (9-11)
27% GRADUATED HIGH SCHOOL (9-12)
2% TECHNICAL OR VOCATIONAL SCHOOL (12)
23% SOME COLLEGE (13-15)
25% GRADUATED COLLEGE (16)
15% GRADUATE/PROFESSIONAL SCHOOL (16+)
2% REFUSED
32% HIGH SCHOOL OR LESS
26% SOME COLLEGE
40% COLLEGE+
44, And, in order to ensure that we get a representative sampling of Cincinnati’s neighborhoods and
people, please tell me — other than being an American, what is your main ethnic or racial
heritage?
6/97 10/97 8/98 10/98 12/98 3/99 4/99  9/99 10/99 8/01  10/01 1/04
30% 30% 30% - 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 30% 35% 35% 35% BLACK
64% 65% 61% 63% 62% 63% 66% 60% 64% 59% 57% 59% WHITE
4% 4% 5% 2% 3% 2% 2% 1% 2% 3% 4% 3% OTHER
1% 4% 4% 5% 4% 2% 9% 4% 4% 3% 3% REF
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Sex (BY OBSERVATION, BUT ASKED EVERYONE) Are you employed outside of the

home, are you a homemaker, or are you retired?

27%
1%
16%
4%

24%
4%
21%
2%

1%
1%

48%
52%

MALE/EMPLOYED
MALE/HOMEMAKER
MALE/RETIRED ,
MALE/NOT IN LABOR FORCE

FEMALE/EMPLOYED
FEMALE/HOMEMAKER
FEMALE/RETIRED
FEMALE/NOT IN LABOR FORCE

MALE REFUSED
FEMALE REFUSED

TOTAL MALE
TOTAL FEMALE
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District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4
District 5
District 6
District 7
District 8
District 9

Council District 9B3

African- % African-

Population White % White American American
37,195 32,177 86.51% 3,791 10.19%
35,730 22,370 62.61% 11,744 32.87%
37,362 13,096 35.05% 23,051 61.70%
36,570 14,107 38.58% 20,839 56.98%
36,300 15,015 41.36% 19,458 53.60%
38,136 12,874 33.76% 22,868 59.96%
35,266 10,810 30.65% 23,316 66.11%
36,239 20,202 55.75% 14,630 40.37%
38,487 34,841 90.53% 2,479 6.44%




District 1 District 2 District 3
2 - Westend 8,115 26 - Hartwell 4,950 10 - Corryville 3,830
3 - CBD Riverfront 3,189 27- Carthage 2,412 29 - Bondhill 9,682
7 - Fairview/Clifton 30 - N. Avondale /
Hts 7,366 28 - Roselawn 6,806 Paddock Hill 6,212
9 - University Heights| 8,753 36 - Winton Hills 5,204 31 - Avondale 16,298
32 - Clifton 8,546 33 - Winton Place 2337
37- College Hill 15,269
Total 35,969 Total 36,978 Total 36,022
District 4 District 5 District 6
4 - Over the Rhine 7,638 8 - Camp Washington| 1,506 44 - W. Price Hill (A) | 3,115
5 - Mt. Adams 1,514 1- Queensgate 641 45 - Westwood 35,730
6 - Mt. Auburn 6,516 34 - Northside 9,389
35 - S. Cumminsvile /
11 - Walnut Hills 7,790 Milville 3,914
12 - Evanston 7,928 38 - Mt Airy 9,710
13 - Evanston / E.
Walnut Hills 1,805 39 - Fay Apts 2,453
14 - E. Walnut Hills 3,630
40 - N. Fairmount /
Englishwoods 4,510
41 - S. Fairmount 3,251
42 - Lower Price Hill 1,305
Total 36,821 Total 36,679 Total 38,845 |
District 7 District 8 District 9
43 - E Price Hill 17,964 22 - Oakley 11,244 15 - East End 1,692
44 - W. Price Hill (B) | 14,000 23 - Madisonville 10,827 16 - California 475
46 - Sadamsville /
Riverside 2,223 24 - Pleasant Ridge 8,872 17 - Mt Washington 11,691
47 - Riverside / Sayler 18 - Mt. Lookout /
Park 1,451 25 - Kennedy Hts 5,296 Columbia Tusculm 3,081
48 Sayler Park 3,233 19 - Mt. Lookout 3,236
20 - Linwood
21 - Hyde Park 13,640
Total 75,692 Total 36,239 Total 33,815
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District 1
District 2
District 3
District 4
District 5
District 6

Council District 6B2 Revised

African- % African-

Population  White % White American American
56,928 46,266  81.27% 8,726 15.33%
54,750 18,088  33.04% 33,5615 61.21%
54,426 18,914  34.75% 33,682 61.89%
55,752 18,883  33.87% 34,453 61.80%
54,792 30,221 55.16% 22,533 41.12%
54,637 43,120  78.92% 9,267 16.96%
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A Report on the Advantages/Disadvantages of
Selected Institutional Features in City Charters

Introduction

This report provides a nation-wide perspective on institutional features used in
city charters and how they influence political practices in U.S. cities, especially in cities
with over 250,000 residents. The specific institutional features I review were identified
by members of the Cincinnati Election Reform Commission as most relevant to their
work.

My task is to review the pattern of use across the U.S. and to discuss the
advantages/disadvantages of selected institutional features in municipal government. I
rely on survey and case study research published in reputable academic journals and
other professional media. I use my publications as well as the published work of several
other scholars. I offer general design comments that are compatible with either of the
two traditional forms of city government (council-manager and mayor-council).

The Relevance of Institutions

There are three general types of influences shaping how council members, mayors
and professional managers perform their jobs: contextual, personal, and institutional.

Contextual influences are part of the environment in which officials act, such as
the city’s political culture, fiscal resources, business leadership, and interest group
activity.

Personal influences are related to the individuals holding office, such as their
skills, personality, vision of the job, and legislative program.

Institutional influences derive from the formal features of the city government
found in the charter and other local, state and national laws.

When citizens are dissatisfied with the performance of their city officials it is important
to identify the source of the problem. Is it primarily contextual? Is it primarily personal?
Is it primarily institutional? Is it a combination of influences?

For many cities in the past 100 years, including 81 cities in 2001, adopting
changes in their institutions created the incentives for city officials to do their jobs in a
way preferred by their citizens." Changing the city’s formal institutions certainly can
have short-term effects, such as in the way elections are conducted or the way a
professional manager is appointed, but the most important effects are long-term. The
formal institutional features create incentives for certain kinds of candidates to run for
office and for certain governing styles to be adopted. As Timothy Bledsoe suggests
“different environments are conducive to different types of individuals securing political
office.”” James March and Johann Olsen develop the “logic of appropriateness” to



explain how the formal structure of government shapes the behavior of city officials in
the long run.’

The Logic of Appropriateness

March and Olsen suggest “political institutions define the framework within
which politics takes place.”4 They argue that rules are the means by which institutions
affect behavior. Rules are the “routines, procedures, conventions, roles, strategies,
organizational forms, and technologies around which activity is constructed.” Rules also
include the “beliefs, paradigms, codes, cultures, and knowledge that surround, support,
elaborate, and contradict those roles and routines.”® They explain that rules “define
relationships among roles in terms of what an incumbent of one role owes to incumbents
of other roles.”” The sense of obligation derived from the “logic of appropriateness”
shapes how individuals follow the rules supported by the political institutions in which
they work.® In other words, an official shapes his or her action by defining the situation,
determining his or her role, assessing the appropriateness of different actions in the
situation, and doing the most appropriate one.’”

Of course, discretion exists in the use of rules, because they are not monolithic
and they may be contradictory and ambiguous, so conformity to as well as deviation from
rules can occur in political institutions. March and Olsen conclude that trust, defined as
“a confidence that appropriate behavior can be expected most of the time,” supports the
network of rules and rule-bound relations.'® Deviation from the rules (i.e., violating the
“logic of appropriateness”) will undermine trust among officials, and potentially erode
support for the political institutions as well.

Correcting Problems in Performance

The implication here is clear: the use of a particular form of city government
creates a set of institutions whose formal rules can shape behavior. Although it is
possible for city officials to act in ways different from the behavior supported by the
formal rules, doing so may violate the “logic of appropriateness” and potentially erode
the trust that supports the formal institutions in the city’s political system. There are
three main solutions to “inappropriate” behavior:

(1) remove the officials acting inappropriately (by defeating them in elections or
by dismissing them from their appointed positions);

(2) clarify ambiguous rules and/or eliminate contradictory rules so officials and
citizens can more easily understand how officials are expected to act; or

(3) change the city charter so the formal structure is compatible with the pattern of
practice established by city officials and preferred by the majority of citizens.



Forms of Government

In the United States, the two main forms of city government are the mayor-
council and council-manager. The 2001 Form of Government Survey indicates that 38
percent of cities use the mayor-council form and 53 percent of cities use the council-
manager form in the United States.'' However, in cities with a population over 250,000,
60 percent use the mayor-council form while 40 percent use the council manager form. '
James Svara outlines the advantages and disadvantages of each form in Table 1. The
council-manager form continues to be the preferred form featured in the eighth edition of
the National Civic League’s Model City Charter."

Mayor-Council Form

The mayor-council form uses the separation-of-powers principle. The city
council holds the legislative power and the mayor exercises the executive powers. This
principle provides the foundation for a conflict pattern of interaction among officials,
especially elected officials, who have incentives to compete with one another in order to
accomplish their agendas.'® The council’s role is generally that of a counterweight to the
leadership provided by the mayor. Svara suggests the mayor in this form leads “by
establishing direction, forging coalitions, galvanizing the bureaucracy - in general by
managing and resolving conflict in all dimensions of the governmental process - the
Executive Mayor becomes the driving force in this form of government.”"” Indeed, the
successful Executive Mayor draws power from formal and informal sources to become
the dominant actor in city government.

Council-Manager Form

The council-manager form uses the unification-of-powers principle. The city
council holds both the legislative and executive powers. The city council delegates its
executive power to a professional city manager they appoint to serve at the pleasure of
the council. The unification-of-powers principle sets a foundation for a cooperative
pattern of interaction among officials.'® The council’s role is that of “senior partner” in
the council-city manager relationship.'” The mayor’s role is facilitative in nature. Svara
argues the Facilitative Mayor has ample authority to act as the “guiding force in city
government who helps insure that all other officials are performing as well as possible
and that all are moving in the right direction.”'® Like the Executive Mayor, the
Facilitative Mayor can act as a “policy initiator” helping to set the agenda and develop
policies to address problems facing the community.” However, the Facilitative Mayor
need not “pyramid resources” to be successful. Instead, he or she “accomplishes
objectives through enhancing the efforts of others. . . . Rather than seeking power as the
way to accomplish tasks, the facilitative mayor seeks to empower others.”*



Table 1: Forms of Government: Advantages and Disadvantages/Strengths and
Weaknesses'

Council-Manager

Mayor-Council

Advantages/strengths

Based on collective leadership by
mayor and council

Blends political and professional
leadership

Capacity for setting goals and
systematically pursuing them long-term
Greater response to change of council
majority

Council focuses on governance role
along with representational role
Mayor can be facilitator who provides
visionary leadership

Faster adoption of management
innovations; higher level of
administrative performance and
management of resources

City manager is clearly accountable to
the council for city government
performance

Potential to select city manager with
needed qualities; potential to remove
manager at any time

Advantages/strengths

Based on executive leadership by
mayor

Stresses political leadership

Higher capacity for policy innovation
Greater capacity to forge coalitions and
overcome political resistance

Greater response to change of mayor
CAQO can infuse professional
considerations into governmental
process if the CAO has professional
independence or the mayor is
supportive

Council focuses on representational
role

Focused political accountability

Disadvantages/weaknesses

Difficult to coalesce fragmented
council; fragmented council impedes
governmental performance

Mayors less likely to be visionary
leaders

Political accountability is divided
among all council members

Manager can stand in the way of
mayor/council control over departments

Disadvantages/weaknesses

Success depends on leadership
capabilities of the mayor

Greater conflict between mayor and
council

Council focuses more on service role
than policy making role

Slower adoption of management
innovations; lower level of
administrative performance and
management of resources

Mayor can restrict council oversight of
departments

Departments can play mayor against
council

'Table 1 provided courtesy by Jim Svara.




Institutional Variation

Svara has developed the expectations of official behavior derived from the logic
of appropriateness embedded in the two design principles, separation or unification.
However, the institutional features found in these two basic forms have not remained
static. The pattern over the past 100 years is for council-manager cities to adopt features
from mayor-council cities and vice versa. Some scholars today find the simple typology
of council-manager and mayor-council inadequate to capture the changes adopted to alter
these original forms of government in the United States. Table 2 presents the seven types
of government developed by Victor DeSantis and Tari Renner with data from 1996 and
2001.

DeSantis/Renner use survey data from the 1996 Form of Government Survey to
identify seven main variations. >’ They suggest three variations of council-manager
government and four variations of mayor-council government. Because of the limitations
in the kinds of questions asked in 1996 survey, they defined both the Empowered Mayor
in council-manager government and the Strong Mayor in the mayor-council government
as directly elected officials, having a veto power, and having a formal role in either the
budget process or the appointment of department heads.

Susan MacManus and Charles Bullock used the DeSantis/Renner typologies in
their analysis of the data from the 2001 Form of Government Survey.”? The 2001 Survey
included more questions about the mayor’s powers, especially about the appointment of
the city manager or CAQO, than did the 1996 survey, so MacManus/Bullock included
more powers to classify cities. They were able to classify only 42 percent of the mayor
council cities and 63 percent of council-manager cities using the modified DeSantis/
Renner typologies. They could not classify the rest of the cities because of the variation
in powers. For example, many of the remaining 37 percent of council-manager cities
could not be classified because they have empowered mayors who are not elected at-
large, do not have the veto, but who have a role in appointing department heads and/or
preparing the budget.

Table 2 DeSantis/Renner Typology of City Government Forms (percentages
reported)

Type 1996 2001
Council-Manager Cities
classic council-manager 37 25
council-manager with at-large mayor 47 38
council-manager with empowered mayor 14 0.2 (five cities)

Mayor-Council Cities
strong mayor with chief administrative

officer (CAO) 17
strong mayor without CAO 25 17
weak mayor with CAO 16 17
weak mayor without CAO 19 5

Note: at-large mayor refers to being elected directly by all city voters.



H. George Frederickson, Gary Johnson, and Curtis Wood use survey data from a
sample of cities with populations between 10,000 and 1,000,000 to identify a cluster of
cities that mix electoral features and the powers of the mayor in such as way as to no
longer be either of the two traditional forms.** The authors create a typology different
from the DeSantis/Renner using more institutional features in order to better describe the
variation in form of government, and to demonstrate how the forms of government are
becoming less distinct over time. Table 3 presents the list of features for the five types of
cities developed by Frederickson, et al.**

Type I cities are called “political” cities because they maintain the traditional
features found in the “Stonger” version of mayor-council government. Type 1 cities are
16 percent of cities in their study.

Type II cities are called “administrative” cities because they maintain the
traditional features found in the classic form of council-manager government. Type II
cities are 15 percent of the cities in their study.

Type 111 cities are “adapted cities” because they mix features found in Type I and
Type Il cities. Type III cities are 61 percent of all cities in their sample. They suggest
three variations of Type III cities:

*the adapted political city (16 percent);
*the conciliated city (13 percent); and
*the adapted administrative city (40 percent).

Frederickson et al. defined Cincinnati’s current form of government as a good example of
a conciliated city, one that is a hybrid form resting on the council-manager plan platform.

Implications of Adaptation

If March and Olsen are correct about the “logic of appropriateness” influencing
the behavior of elected and appointed officials, then mixing of institutional features offers
challenges and opportunities.

The main challenge is for officials to understand their roles in governing when
institutional incentives are ambiguous. Conflict may increase among members of the city
council, between the city council and the mayor, and/or between elected officials and
their appointed professional as each official acts based on their understanding of the
rules.

The main opportunity in the council-manager form is to enhance the mayor’s
leadership by giving the mayor additional powers beyond serving as presiding officer of
council meetings and serving a chief spokesperson for the city.

The main opportunity in mayor-council government is to enhance professional
leadership by creating the CAO position.



Table 3: Frederickson/Johnson/Wood’s Types and Characteristics of American Cities

Type | Type It  Typell
Adapted Adapted R
Political Political Conclliated Administrative | Administrative
* Mayor directly Mayor directly | Mayor either directly | Mayor directly | Mayor selected
elected elected | elected or selected | elected | by council
- by coundil _ ,
Most council Councit elected | Council elected Council elected Most council
elected by district | by district, at-large,| by district, at-large, | by district, at-large, | elected at-large
' or mixed or mixed or mixed '
No CAO Likely to have CAQO | Has CAO Has CAQ Has CAO
Mayor isnoton | Mayoris noton | Mayor is not on Mayor is on Mayor Is on
council coundil council council council
Mayor has veto Mayor has veto Mayor may have Mayor may have - | Mayor does not
power power veto power veto power have veto power
~ Mayor is full time | Mayor is full time | Mayor may be full | Mayor is usually | Mayor is part
' ' time or part time part time and may. | time
_ : be full time )
Mayor has staff | Mayor has staff | Mayor may have Mayor does not Mayor does not
_ staff have staff - have staff
Coundilis full | Council Is full or | Council may be full | Coundil is part Council is part
_time part time time or part time - | time -time.
Council has staff | Council may,have | Council may have | Council does not | Councll does not
' B staff staff have staff have staff
Nonpartisan or | Partisan or .. | Nonpartisanor ~ | Usually nonpartisan Nonpartisan
partisan nonpartisan partisan elections | elections elections
elections - e :
Dept.heads | Dept, heads . | Dept. heads Dept. heads Dept. heads
report to mayor | report to mayor | report to CAO report to CAO report to CAO
‘Mayor serves | Mayor appoints or: | Mayor appoints or | Council appoints | Council appoints
as CAO terminates CAO | terminates CAO - | or terminates | or terminates -
: without consent | with consent of city manager- City manager
_ | of council council : . ' -
May have civil | May have civil . | Usually has civil | Usually has civil | Usually has civil
service service service service - service
May have | May have Usually has Usually has | Usually has .
bidding system | bidding system | bidding system bidding system _bidding system
Statutory of Statutory of | Statutoryof - | Statutory of Statutory of
charter form is * | charter formis | charter form may | charter form is’ charter form Is
mayor-council likely to be mayor- | be council-manager | likely to be council- | council-manager
form council form or mayor-council | manager - - '




Looking to the Mayor for Leadership

The desire to enhance the mayor’s ability to provide leadership in the community
is one of the main reasons why cities adapt their forms of government. Table 4 compares
the features and powers cities often use to create an Empowered Mayor in council-
manager government to the features and powers usually exercised by a Strong Mayor in

the mayor-council form.

Table 4: Institutional Features and Powers Affecting the Mayor

Empowered Strong

Feature/Power Mayor in CM Mayor in MC
Direct Election by Citizens yes yes
Four-Year Term yes yes
No Term Limits yes yes
Higher pay than council members,

and in large cities, full-time pay yes yes
Appointing citizens to boards and

commissions without council approval yes yes
Offering a legislative program via a “state of

the city speech” or other means yes yes
Presenting reports to council and the public yes yes
Reviewing the city manager’s budget,

adding comments and suggestions,

and then submitting it to council yes not applicable
Preparing the budget/submitting it to council ~ not applicable yes
Responsible for executing the law not applicable yes
Nominating the city manager to council for

approval and/or initiating the

dismissal of the city manager yes not applicable
Appointing CAO without council approval not applicable yes
Appointing assistants or deputy mayors

without council approval yes yes
Appointing Department Heads

without council approval not applicable yes
Assigning council members to committees yes no
Presiding at council meetings yes no
The power to veto legislation sometimes yes
The power to vote with council on all issues sometimes no

Empowered Mayors in the Council-Manager Form

The features and powers used to create the Empowered Mayor intend to help the

mayor offer leadership without necessarily undermining the prerogatives of the council or
the city manager, and indeed can enhance the mayor’s ability to guide the policy-making
process.”> The power to appoint members of boards and commissions enhances the
mayor’s status as the official with the best opportunity to establish relationships with the
city’s public, private, and non-profit leadership. The direct election, higher pay and
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perhaps full-time status, provides the mayor the incentive to devote the time needed to
guide the city’s policy process. The power to appoint assistants who work on policy,
media relations and citizen relations increases the ability of mayors to influence policy
and coordinate council members and the city manager. The veto power is the most
controversial feature.

The National Civic League’s Model City Charter recommends not using the veto
power, because it separates the mayor from the council and makes it more difficult for the
mayor to exercise facilitative leadership. When the mayor presides at council meetings,
votes with council, and determines the committee memberships, then the mayor can
emerge as a legislative leader helping to resolve conflict among council members.

The Model City Charter recommends using the veto power in mayor-council
cities, especially in conjunction with other powers, so the mayor has the veto as a tool to
negotiate with council members over the details of the mayor’s legislative program.

Strong Mayors in the Mayor-Council Form

The features and powers given to a Strong Mayor are intended to give that office
the initiative in policy-making and the control of the administration needed to become the
driving force in city government. The appointment powers of the Strong Mayor are the
most controversial features.

Strong Mayors appoint department heads and/or a CAO without council approval.
They also usually have wide discretion defining the duties of the CAO. Indeed, when the
Strong Mayor option is used, the Model City Charter does not recommend defining the
CAO’s qualifications and duties in the charter in order to insure other officials and
citizens know who is in charge of the administration — it is the mayor.

Constrained Mayors in the Mayor-Council Form

An alternative version of mayor-council government offers what I have called the
Constrained Mayor. Constrained Mayors appoint a CAO and department heads with
council approval, but they may dismiss these administrators without council approval.
Because the city council has a role, they can potentially influence the mayor’s choices.

When cities have the mayor-council form using a Constrained Mayor, the Model
City Charter suggests giving the CAO more independence from the mayor, by defining
the CAQO’s qualifications and duties in the charter. The Model City Charter suggests the
CAO should:

1. have the “same professional qualifications as the city manager;”

2. prepare the budget and submit it to the mayor who then adds his or her
recommendations before submitting it to council;

3. recommend personnel appointments to the mayor, although the mayor retains

control over the removal of department heads and other major administrative
officials; and
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4. provide policy advice and information to the mayor, but also insures that council
is informed.

The Model City Charter acknowledges that the CAO in this option often maybe caught in
the conflict between the council and the mayor and therefore may have a difficult time
exercising professional leadership (as the “logic of appropriateness” suggests might
occur). Nevertheless, the CAO’s presence is an opportunity for a professional to direct
the work of the city government, provide advice and to help mediate mayor-council
conflict.

Survey Data on the Mayor’s Powers

The trends in the United States are to enhance the role of the mayor in council-
manager communities and to include professional leadership in mayor-council
communities. The changes in council-manager government intend to encourage
members of the city council to look to the mayor for leadership in performing the
governance function, much as council members in “strong” mayor-council communities
look to the mayor. The addition of a professional CAO brings the advantages of
professional city management to mayor-council communities. As was evident in my
summary of the DeSantis/Renner, MacManus/Bullock and Frederickson et al
classifications of government forms, few communities have adopted all of the features
designed to enhance the mayor’s or professional manager’s leadership potential.

Council-Manager Communities

The effort to enhance the status of the mayor in council-manager communities has
met with some success, but the majority of these communities in the United States have
not adopted all of the ideas. Data in Table 5 from the 2001 Form of Government Survey
for council-manager communities document the pattern of use of some of the mayor’s
powers and other institutional features.”’
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Table 5: Institutional Features of Mayor’s Office in Council-Manager Cities

Feature % of cities
1. directly elected by the voters 65

2. four-year term 32

3. no term limits 88

4. appoints citizens to serve on advisory or

quasi-judicial authorities, boards, and/or
commissions (note that the survey did not

ask about council approval) 76
5. annual report on the state of the community 41
6. receives the budget developed by the

professional manager 30
7. initiates the appointment and/or dismissal of

the professional manager 41
8. assigns council members to committees 80
9. position officially defined as full-time 7
10. veto ordinances 12

The 2001 Form of Government Survey did not ask about the mayor’s power to
appoint assistants or deputy mayors; however, in my study of large cities (cities with a
population over 370,000) I found that 10 of the 13 council-manager cities gave the mayor
this power.*®

The 2003 Municipal Year Book reports the mean salary in 2002 for mayors in
council-manager communities was $11,037, and in council-manager communities with a
population over 250,000 and less than 500,000, the mean salary was $54, 833.%

The size of city is related to the use of these powers. It is in cities over 250,000
population where the effort to create Empowered Mayors is most likely to occur and be
successful.

13



Mayor-Council Communities

The mayor-council communities have also not adopted all the features needed to
have a fully developed Strong Mayor. The 2001 Form of Government Survey data in
Table 6 document the use of some of the powers and other features relevant to having a
Strong Mayor in mayor-council cities.

Table 6: Institutional Features of Mayor’s Office in Mayor-Council Cities

Feature % of cities
1. directly elected by the voters 97
2. four year term 68
3. no term limits 94
4. annual report on the state of the community 62
5. receives the budget developed by the
professional manager 66
6. independent responsibility to prepare the budget 25
7. may veto ordinances 58

8. appoints citizens to serve on advisory or

quasi-judicial authorities, boards, and/or commissions

(note that the survey did not ask about council

approval) 90
9. initiates the appointment and/or dismissal of the CAO 53
10. appoints department heads without council approval 38
11. position officially defined as full-time 28
12. appoints the CAO without council approval 16

The 2001 Form of Government Survey did not ask about the mayor’s power to
appoint assistants or deputy mayors; however, in my study of large cities I found all 26
mayor-council cities gave the mayor this power (and only one city required council
approval). I also found that 23 of the 26 cities gave the mayor primary responsibility to
prepare the budget.*

The 2003 Municipal Year Book reports that the mean salary in 2002 for mayors in
mayor-council communities was $36,786, and in mayor-council communities with a
population over 250,000 and less than 500,000, the mean salary was $99,586.°"

As is true for Empowered Mayors in council-manager communities, it is in cities
with a population over 250,000 where the Strong Mayor in the mayor-council form is
most prevalent.

General Comments on Form

For those reform-minded political leaders and their supporters who think formal
institutional features are preventing their mayors from offering the kind of leadership
needed in their cities, I suggest two options.
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Option 1 is to change the institutional design in order to use the strongest version
of mayoral leadership appropriate to the form of government currently in use.

There is, however, a risk in using Option 1. Some changes may lead to a package
of formal institutional features that do not consistently support either the executive-style
of leadership or the facilitative-style of leadership by the mayor. For example, giving the
mayor a general veto power in council-manager cities and the power to nominate the city
manager and initiate the manager’s removal creates rules that can make it difficult for the
mayor to lead council and for the city manager to respond to both the city council and the
mayor when conflict is present. This lack of clarity in the rules generates ambiguity that
can inhibit an official’s ability to interpret clearly his or her role. In other words,
following the logic of appropriateness could be more difficult and the potential to erode
trust among officials and with the public can increase.

Option 2 is to change the form of government in order to create the formal
institutional incentives needed for a different style of mayoral leadership (i.e., executive
or facilitative). Although changing the basic form of government is difficult to
accomplish, it may be preferable when compared to producing a hybrid set of formal
institutional features which inhibit the efforts of all city officials to follow the “logic of
appropriateness.”

Oakland serves as an example of a city that first pursued Option 1 and then
moved on to Option 2. In the late 1960s, the mayor of Oakland earned a part-time salary,
had three secretaries and one administrative assistant.’> Reformers followed Option 1 to
enhance the mayor’s office. By the 1990s, the mayor of Oakland received a full-time
salary and could appoint a number of assistants, such as a chief of staff, an assistant for
media relations, an assistant for economic development, and an assistant for
environmental policy. These changes established formal features that were consistent
with the rules supporting a facilitative-style of leadership.

Yet some city officials, especially the mayors, and community leaders continued
to push for changing the mayor’s powers. In November 1998, Oakland’s voters were
asked again to approve changes in the mayor’s powers, a change that would essentially
establish a “strong” mayor-council form of government with a CAO. This time, by a
vote of 3 to 1, Measure X passed. The change is not permanent, however. A provision in
Measure X requires citizens to again vote to approve it in six years or the experiment will
end and the charter will revert to the council-manager form.

Professional Leadership

The long-term trend in city government regardless of form is to establish positions
in the executive branch of government for professional leadership. In 2001, for example,
103 cities considered adding this type of position compared to 32 that considered
eliminating the position. Of these proposed changes, 74 cities approved the addition of a
“chief appointed officer” while only nine cities approved the position’s elimination.*?

Professional Attributes

The professional manager is typically one who has a combination of three
attributes:
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a graduate degree in public administration or public affairs (sometimes public
policy, urban planning or business administration);

extensive years of experience in municipal government (often as an assistant); and
a personal commitment to the roles and values promoted by the Code of Ethics

developed by the International City/County Management Association (ICMA)
and also found in the ICMA’s Declaration of Ideals.

Administrators working in council-manager and mayor-council governments are eligible
for membership in ICMA, although being a member of ICMA is usually not required for
employment. Indeed, the Model City Charter does not require ICMA membership even

though it recommends the council-manager governmental form.

In addition to these three attributes, the professional manager in the future may be

identified as an “ICMA Credentialed Manager.” ICMA initiated a voluntary
credentialing program in 2001 that encourages members to undertake a self-assessment
of their knowledge and engage in at least 40 hours of education and training per year to
insure their knowledge of the 17 core competencies/practices needed to be an effective
local government manager/administrator. The 17 core competencies/practices are:

1.

2.

e A

9

10.
11.
12.
13.
14.
15.
16.
17.

Staff Effectiveness (coaching/mentoring, team leadership, empowerment,
delegating);

Policy Facilitation (facilitative leadership, facilitative council effectiveness,
mediation/negotiation);

Functional and Operational Expertise and Planning;

Citizen Service;

Quality Assurance;

Initiative, Risk Taking, Vision, Creativity, and Innovation;

Technological Literacy

Democratic Advocacy and Citizen Participation;

Diversity;

Budgeting;

Financial Analysis;

Human Resources Management;

Strategic Planning;

Adovcacy and Interpersonal Communication;

Presentation Skills;

Media Relations; and

Integrity (Personal integrity, professional integrity, organizational integrity).

For more information on the ICMA’s Code of Ethics, Declaration of Ideals, Practices for
Effective Local Government Management, and the Voluntary Credentialing Program,
visit www.icma.org.
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Both council-manager and mayor-council communities are well-served by employing
professionals to serve as city manager or CAO. Professional local government managers
contribute to good government by performing six roles:

1. Educator: professional managers can provide information, advice, and
recommendations to the elected officials and the community;

2. Listener: professional managers consult with staff, elected officials, citizens, and
their professional peers before developing proposals, making recommendations,
and sometimes before making significant decisions;

3. Facilitator: professional managers can help elected officials develop an effective
working relationship with each other, as well as with the manager, staff and
community; and they can promote a deliberative process that includes elected
officials, staff, citizens, and the manager in order to secure informed decision-
making;

4. Subordinate: professional managers respond to direction set by elected officials
and to the community values and preferences expressed by citizens;

5. Director: professional managers inform staff of policies, direct the work of the
staff, and follow-up to insure the staff’s performance complies with policies; and

6. Broker: professional managers help mediate conflict and use their negotiating
skills to resolve disputes constructively.™*

Svara summaries several of the key contributions: “the commitment to basing policy and
service delivery on need rather than demand, stressing the long-term interests of the
community as a whole, promoting equity and fairness, recognizing the interconnection of
policies, and advancing citizen participation that is broad and inclusive.”

In order to increase the chances that the council and/or the mayor will appoint a
professional, the charter could have provisions defining the professional character of the
position by listing basic qualifications and duties.

Range of Responsibilities

Research indicates city managers have greater independence and a higher profile
in city government than do CAOs, especially when the mayor appoints the CAO without
council approval.*® City managers usually will interact with the city council members,
citizen-leaders and community-groups more frequently than CAOs. City managers also
have greater independence in administrative processes, such as budgeting, planning,
human resource management and addressing service delivery issues. Both city managers
and CAOs will interact with the media, but in cities with a population over 100,000,
mayors perform media relations more so than either professional.

The data suggest neither contemporary city managers nor contemporary CAOs are
typically invisible or behind-the-scenes officials. The lesser role for the CAO compared
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to the city manager is directly a result of his or her serving as part of the mayor’s
administration and taking direction from the mayor, even when council approves the
CAO’s appointment.

Compensation

The 2003 Municipal Year Book reports the mean salary for city managers to be
$89,001, and in cities with a population between 250,000 and less than 500,000, the mean
salary is $173,068. CAOs usually have lower salaries than city managers; earning an
average salary of $69,404 in 2002, and in cities with a population between 250,000 and
less than 500,000, earning an average of $148,465.

Election of City Council

The rules featured in election law affect campaigns for seats on the city council.
These electoral rules attract certain kinds of people to be candidates and influence how
they act if they are elected.’” Five important characteristics of electoral systems are party
affiliation on the ballot, at-large or district (ward) elections, term limits, size of council,
and length of term.

Partisan and Non-Partisan

The data from the 2001 Form of Government Survey on electoral systems affirm
the continued popularity of non-partisan elections.”® Survey results indicated only 33
percent of mayor-council communities and 15 percent of council-manager communities
list the partisan affiliation of candidates on the ballot.

The main advantage of a non-partisan election is the candidate not having to
engage voters initially as a Democrat, Republican, or other party’s candidate. The focus
of the campaign in a non-partisan election is not intended to be on party identification
and party-building. The opportunity exists, therefore, to create an identity that, at the
very least, appeals beyond party labels, and supports a candidate’s effort to build an
inclusive electoral coalition that will focus on the candidate’s qualifications and his or her
proposed solutions to issues. Indeed, independents are more likely to win seats on
council when non-partisan elections are used and so are candidates who do not identify
strongly with a political party.*’

Partisan elections are popular in certain states, such as Pennsylvania, New Jersey,
and New York. They are popular because candidates can use the political party as a
means to contest elections, shape a legislative program that the party’s candidates will
work on, and as a way to organize government. Partisan elections also generally have
higher voter participation than non-partisan elections.*’

Interestingly Timothy Bledsoe found in his study of city council member careers
that partisan elections do not necessarily attract candidates who are more motivated to
further the interests of their political party, but they do attract people who enjoy politics,
who pursue personal advancement through public office, and who are more likely to seek
a political career.”' It also is true that even in non-partisan elections, candidates often use
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appeals to party loyalty, sometimes “behind-the-scenes”, to persuade citizens to vote for
them.

At-large and Single-Member Districts
The data from the 2001 Form of Government Survey indicate:

1. at-large elections are used exclusively in 51 percent of mayor-council
communities and 72 percent of council-manager communities;

2. district elections are used exclusively in 24 percent of mayor-council communities
and 9 percent of council-manager communities;* and

3. mixed electoral systems, which combine at-large and district elections, are used in
25 percent of the mayor-council communities and 19 percent of the council-
manager communities.**

The trend over the past two decades is towards mixed electoral systems, which is an
effort to gain the advantages of each electoral method and also compensate for the
disadvantages of each.

At-large elections remain popular because the electoral incentive for candidates is
to create a coalition of supporters by appealing to universalistic interests or by crafting a
platform for candidates that is inclusive of particularistic interests.*> Universalistic
interests are grounded in abstract values, such as honesty, efficiency, economy and
effectiveness in government. Candidates who feature these values in their campaigns
believe all citizens are affected and therefore have an interest in making sure government
acts on these values. The inclusive coalition approach to winning at-large elections
increases the chances that diversity will find its way into city council deliberations.
There is an effort to either balance the slate of candidates running together so a range of
different factions are included and the platform reflects diverse ideas; or the individual
candidate attempts to craft a message that includes the particular concerns of different
factions in the community.

At-large elections have two main disadvantages:

1. in socially heterogeneous communities, even if the inclusive coalition approach is
used, the at-large election system may not provide representation of the range of
social, geographic and economic interests present in the community; and

2. campaigning in at-large elections is more expensive than in district elections.

In recent decades, many communities changed at-large electoral systems to
single-member district systems or to mixed systems. The use of single-member districts
to elect members of the governing body creates incentives for officials to see the
community interest as pluralistic. In many heterogeneous communities, neighborhoods
often have concentrations of residents of similar economic, racial and ethnic

19



characteristics, and so single member districts increase the chances of these diverse
interests having representation on the governing body. Defending and promoting the
interests of the district becomes the customary approach. Finally, the cost of
campaigning is usually lower in district elections than at-large elections.

District elections have three main disadvantages:

1. the electoral incentive for council members is to focus almost exclusively on the
geographic area of the city they represent which can create barriers to cooperation
among council members to address city-wide issues. In other words, district
elections increase the likelihood of fragmented councils.

2. district elections can attract people who see their primary purpose as being
ombudsman for their supporters; that is, helping constituents get questions
answered, service problems corrected and so on, rather than focusing on mission
and policy concerns, as well as constituent service.

3. drawing the boundaries of districts every ten years is often a difficult task,
because of the need to balance the different criteria relevant to designing districts,
such as race, neighborhood integrity, political party, and so on.

The kind of candidate attracted to run for city council generally varies by the type
of election as well. District elections tend to attract candidates who pursue personal
advancement through public office and who seek office in order to help people with
whom they share a personal connection, such as family, friends, and neighbors. *1n
contrast, candidates in at-large elections are more likely to be motivated not by a love of
politics or personal success, but out of a sense of community service and a commitment
to abstract values such as honesty, efficiency, and good government.*’

The advantage of a mixed electoral system is that the council is likely to consist
of different kinds of people, so the potential is to achieve a balanced type of
representation on council.

Term Limits

Term limits on local governing bodies are still rare in the United States. The 2001
Form of Government Survey indicates only 5 and 13 percent of mayor-council and
council-manager communities, respectively, use term limits.** Term limits are designed
to mandate turnover on city councils (and also for mayors) in order to create competitive
elections and generate greater responsiveness to community interests. Term limits
address the problem of long-serving incumbents who favor the entrenched interests that
re-elect them, rather than seeking to be responsive to new interests, or a wider range of
interests, present in the community.

Incumbents in city council elections have similar advantages enjoyed by state and
national elected legislators: name recognition, access to financial resources for their
campaigns, and an opportunity to run on a record of service. In a National League of
Cities (NLC) Survey in 2001, nearly two-thirds of city council members in council-
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manager and mayor-council communities either won by a large margin, so they had
“safe” seats, or were unopposed for re-election.”” Only 11 percent of council members
had competitive, close re-elections. Also reported in the NLC survey, a majority of
council members intended to run for re-election and only 16 percent said they would not
seek re-election.

Although term limits have certain advantages mentioned above, there are two
important negative consequences.

First, by increasing turnover among experienced members of the city council,
term limits replace capable incumbents with inexperienced city council members who
may pursue a limited vision of the job. For example, the longer a council member serves
in office the broader the range of interests he or she represents, and representing the
political party becomes much less important while promoting business interests becomes
more important.49 Veteran city council members also can help steer new members in their
first term toward a greater appreciation for their role in mission and policy making, and
away from single-issue politics and micromanaging.

Second, voters are denied the chance to re-elect a competent incumbent, who may
be well-liked by citizens and other officials. Restricting the voters this way is placing a
limit on the democratic character of the city government.

Size of City Council

The size of the city council varies from a minimum of three to a maximum of 15
in council-manager cities and from a minimum of three to a maximum of 50 in mayor-
council cities.”' The larger the city as determined by population the larger the size of the
city councils. The average size is six in the council-manager city and seven in the mayor-
council city. Larger city councils allow for a lower ratio of representative to constituents,
but may also become unwieldy, requiring greater formality in conducting the business of
the city. The advantage of small councils is that the voters can more easily identify the
members and hold those officials accountable for the government’s performance.

Length of Term

The majority of city council members in both mayor-council cities and in council-
manager cities serve four year terms.”> The four year term rather than a shorter term, such
as two years, creates an incentive for council members to focus on longer-term issues and
a wider range of interests. The four year term reduces campaign expenses and the
amount of time devoted to campaigning compared to having to run every two or three
years. The two main disadvantages are waiting longer before an unpopular council
member can be challenged/defeated in an election and attracting citizens who are willing
to commit to a four year term.

City Council Compensation

City councils are of three basic types: the volunteer council; the part-time council
and the full-time council. The volunteer council members do not receive a salary for
their service. Only about 15 percent of cities have volunteer councils and this number is
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declining.” Furthermore, volunteer councils are more likely in council-manager
communities than in mayor-council communities.>

The 2001 NLC Survey found that average salaries are higher in mayor-council
cities ($12,566) than in council-manager cities ($7,500), especially in cities with
populations over 200,000 ($23,335 in council-manager cities and $39,061 in mayor-
council cities).

The 2001 NLC survey also reports that in cities with a population over 200,000
the trend is to increase pay to over $50,000 making the council position a full-time office
as far as salary is concerned.

The NLC survey indeed found that council members in cities over 200,000
reported working an average of 42 hours per week compared to council members in
smaller communities who reported working an average of 25 or fewer hours per week on
their duties. The salaries of city council members in fourteen cities are presented in
Table 7.

Table 7: City Council Salaries in Fourteen Cities

City 2000 Population Salary
Council-Manager Cities
San Antonio, TX 1,144,646 $20 per meeting
Kansas City, MO 441,545 $40,000
Charlotte, NC 540,828 $13,438 +$5800 for expenses
Phoenix, AZ 1,321,045 $51,500
San Diego, CA 1,223,400 $75,386
Raleigh, NC 311,744 $10,000
San Jose, CA 911,000 $75,005
Mayor-Council Cities
Chicago, IL 2,900,000 $91,600
Cleveland, OH 478,403 $67,736
Atlanta, GA 417,000 $32.473
Pittsburgh, PA 333,563 $52,123
Minneapolis, MN 382,618 $67,255
Albuquerque, NM 448,607 $9,600
Philadelphia, PA 1,517,550 $98,000

Three Advantages of Full-time Councils

First, the council member’s full-time commitment when combined with
employing his or her own staff gives the council some independence from the mayor
and/or the professional manager. Full-time council members are able to gather
information and develop a network of relationships with community leaders, groups and
constituents that may help them individually and collectively to act as a “counterweight”
in the mayor-council form or as a “senior partner” in the council-manager form.
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Second, full-time council positions are more likely to attract motivated
officeholders who will not have to struggle to balance their public responsibilities with
their full-time careers.” Full-time council members are likely to focus their work on their
council-related duties.

Third, community leaders who are politically ambitious are more likely to seek a
full-time council position, which may help invigorate the political process by stimulating
creative policy making and increased citizen participation.

Four Advantages of Part-Time Councils

First, they are less expensive to fund, which saves taxpayers money.

Second, citizens who do not want to give up successful careers as leaders in non-
profit or for-profit organizations will be more likely to seek to serve their community by
running for city council knowing it requires less than 25 hours per week. The presence of
citizens who continue to pursue private careers can add a breadth of community
experience needed in council deliberations.

Third, citizens who seek to serve their community without having ambitions for
higher political office are more likely to run for part time positions. Such council
members may be less likely to vote on issues and take positions on issues based on how
these decisions will affect their political careers.

Fourth, part-time council members may be more willing to focus on governance
activities, such as helping to determine missions, goals, and policies, rather than spending
so much time on representation-type activities such as providing information and being a
complaint processor for constituents.

Indeed, the 2001 NLC survey found the average number of hours devoted to
“doing services for people” was nine hours for part-time council members compared to
18 hours for full-time council members; and the percentage of total work hours devoted
to this activity was 35 percent for part-time council members compared to 42 percent for
full-time council members. Processing citizen complaints, providing information to
citizens and other constituent services would be primarily achieved via the mayor and/or
professional manager if council members shifted their work towards governance.

Final Comments

In 1999, Cincinnati established an Empowered Mayor variation of council-
manager government. Indeed by giving the mayor the power to nominate and initiate the
removal of the city manager, and also the veto power, Cincinnati created a hybrid form of
government that makes the mayor a “partial executive.” Now that changes in the charter
are again being considered, there are three main options regarding form of government.

Option 1: No Change. Option 1 suggests the institutional arrangements are not
the primary reason for dissatisfaction with the performance of city government. This
option would give the Empowered Mayor approach, which is relatively new, more time
to work.

Option 2: Revise Mayor’s Powers. Option 2 suggests retaining the empowered
mayor version of the council-manager form, but adjusts the powers of the mayor in order
to clarify the roles and duties various officials perform.
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One change would be to eliminate the mayor’s veto power and allow the mayor to
vote with council on all issues. This change is compatible with the mayor’s role as
legislative leader of the council.

A second change would be to eliminate the mayor’s power to nominate and/or to
initiate the removal of the city manager. The city manager would no longer have to
report to, and receive direction from, both the mayor and the council, which creates
potential for confusion regarding to whom the city manager is ultimately responsible.
The mayor as leader of the council would still have the potential to use informal
resources to influence the choice and/or dismissal of the city manager, and would still be
expected to form a partnership with the city manager to offer leadership in the city.

I illustrate Option 2 in Table 8 by comparing Cincinnati to Raleigh, NC and San
Jose, CA. Raleigh is an example of part-time mayor who has the powers to act as a
legislative leader. San Jose is an example of a full-time mayor who has the powers to act
as a policy and legislative leader, as well as the power to nominate (but not initiate the
removal of) the city manager.

Option 3: Change the Form. Option 3 suggests adopting the mayor-council form
with a CAO. The city manager would become a CAO appointed by the mayor. The
strongest version of this approach is to allow the mayor to appoint and remove the CAO
without council approval.

The Model City Charter recommends allowing the mayor to determine the
breadth of managerial control the CAO will have, especially appointing, removing and
directing the work of some or all department heads; preparing reports; and preparing the
budget. But this need not be the case if Cincinnati would like to have a defined role for
the CAO in order to enhance professionalism in government. If there is a concern that
the mayor may appoint a person who is not a professional, then the CAO’s basic
qualifications, powers and duties should be written into the charter.

Finally, the Strong Mayor in the mayor-council form usually does not preside at
council meetings, nor appoint the chairs of council committees. These two tasks usually
are performed by a council member chosen by the council to serve as council president.
However, if the mayor retains these two powers, then he or she will have an enhanced
ability to lead the legislative process in Cincinnati.

I illustrate Option 3 in Table 9 presenting profiles of Albuquerque, NM and
Philadelphia, PA. Albuquerque is an example of a full-time “Constrained” Mayor who
appoints a CAO with council approval. Philadelphia is an example of a Strong Mayor
who appoints a CAO without council approval

In addition to changing the mayor’s powers, the Election Reform Commission is
considering changes in the system of electing the city council and/or the council’s stature
(part-time vs. full-time). These changes do not have an impact on the choice between
council-manager government and mayor-council government. The changes do affect the
representation of citizens, the costs of campaigning, the issues debated in campaigns, the
kinds of candidates seeking office and the way council members perform their jobs.

The data in Table 8 and Table 9 also illustrate different approaches used in four
cities. Raleigh and Albuquerque are examples of part-time councils. San Jose and
Philadelphia are examples of full-time councils. District elections are used in San Jose
and Albuquerque. Mixed electoral systems are used in Raleigh and Philadelphia. Term
limits are used in three of the cities: San Jose, Albuquerque and Philadelphia.
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For more information on each city I recommend visiting their home pages:

Raleigh: www.raleigh-nc.org Albuquerque: www.cabqg.gov
San Jose: www.ci.san-jose.ca.us Philadelphia: www.phila.gov
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Table 8: Council-Manager Cities with Empowered Mayors

Feature Cincinnati Raleigh San Jose
Current Population 331,285 311,744 911,000
Percent African-American 43 28 3.6
Percent Hispanic 1 7 30
Percent Asian 1.5 34 27
Mayor’s Salary 115,786 15,000 105,021
Council Member Salary 57,000 10,000 75,005
Mayoral Features
Direct Election yes yes yes
Length of Term 4 2 4
Non-Partisan Election yes yes yes
Term Limits 2 none 2 (successive)
Member of Council yes yes yes
Presiding Officer yes yes yes
Votes with Council no yes yes
Veto Power yes none none
Annual State-of-City Speech yes yes yes
Receive and Comment of City
Manager’s Budget yes no no
Prepare Budget Message no no yes*
Appoints Assistants yes no yes
Nominates City Manager yes no yes
Initiates City Manager’s Removal  yes no no
Council Elections
Length of Term 2 2 4
Non-Partisan Election yes yes yes
Term Limits 4 (successive) none 2 (successive)
Size of Council (excluding mayor) 9 7 10
At-Large Seats 9 2 none
District Seats none 5 10

*The mayor prepares a budget message which offers priorities and recommendations to
the council. The council also receives a budget request from the city manager. The
council may make revisions in the Mayor’s budget message and then the council adopts
the message as presented by the mayor or revised by council. The city manager and the
mayor coordinate their efforts to prepare the budget message and the budget.
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Table 9: Mayor-Council Cities with CAOs

Feature Albuquerque Philadelphia
Current Population 448,607 1,517,550
Percent African-American 3.1 43
Percent Hispanic 40 8.5
Percent Asian 2.2 4.5
Mayor’s Salary 96,000 165,000
Council Member Salary 9,600 98,000
Council President Salary 19,200 123,000
Mayoral Features
Direct Election yes yes
Length of Term 4 4
Non-Partisan Election yes no
Term Limits 2 2
Member of Council no no
Presiding Officer no no
Votes with Council no no
Veto Power yes yes
Proposes Legislation yes yes
Prepares Budget yes yes
Submits Reports yes yes
Executes the Law yes yes
Appoints Assistants/Deputies yes yes
without council approval yes yes
Appoints CAO yes yes
without council approval no yes
Dismiss CAO without council approval yes yes
Appoint Department Heads yes yes
without council approval no yes
Dismiss Department Heads yes yes
without council approval yes yes
Appoint Boards and Commissions yes yes
without council approval no yes

Council Elections

Length of Term 4 4
Non-Partisan Election yes no
Term Limits 2 no
Size of Council (excluding mayor) 9 17
At-Large Seats none 7
District Seats 9 10
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Supplemental Report for Cincinnati Election Reform
Commission

Prepared by Craig M. Wheeland, Ph.D., Villanova University
February 23, 2004

1. Additional Specific Data on Large Cities

I offer the summary comment on page 14 in my report that “it is in cities with a
population over 250,000 where the Strong Mayor in the mayor-council form is most
prevalent.” In Table 1, I present data supporting that conclusion. Recall that the main
distinction between a Strong Mayor and a Constrained Mayor is that Constrained Mayors
make appointments with council approval. Also, 60 percent of cities over 250,000 use
the mayor-council form and 65 percent of cities over 370,000 have the mayor-council
form.

Table 1: Institutional Features and Powers in Affecting the Mayor in Large Cities
(Percentages Reported)

(Both CM and MC) (MC only)

Feature/Power 250,000 and above' 370,000 and above®
Direct Election by Citizens 100 100
Four-Year Term 80 92
No Term Limits 49 46
Full-time Pay “Majority” 96
Appoint citizens to boards/commissions 85 (100,000 and above) 100

Most appointments without council

Approval not in survey 35

Offer a legislative program via a “state of

the city speech” or other means “Majority”” 100
Present reports to council and the public not in survey 100
Sole Responsibility to prepare the budget 40 88
Responsible for executing the law not in survey 100
Appoint CAO without council approval 17 58*
Appoint assistants or deputy mayors

without council approval not in survey 96
Appoint Department Heads

without council approval 75 (500,000 and above) 39

39 (250,000 — 499,999)

The power to veto legislation 88 (500,000 and above) 96

65 (250,000 —499,999)

'T do not have the raw data for the 2001 Form of Government Survey. I have relied on
the published report of the data in Susan A. MacManus and Charles S. Bullock, “The
Form, Structure, and Composition of America’s Municipalities in the Millennium” in The
Municipal Year Book 2003 (Washington, D.C: International City/County Management



Association), 3-18. They do not report data for each form of government within each
population category, so I cannot distinguish between council-manager government (CM)
and mayor-council government (MC) in large cities. I can focus on mayor-council cities
in my study, which I do in column 2. Note that the data from the 2001 Form of
Government Survey under-reports cities over 500,000, because many of these cities did
not complete the survey. That is why my study helps here because I have all of them.

*The information in this column is from my study in 1998 of the 40 cities over 370,000
population (see Craig M. Wheeland, “An Institutionalist Perspective on Mayoral
Leadership: Linking Leadership Style to Formal Structure,” National Civic Review 91:1
(Spring 2002): 25-39.). Ireport only for the 26 mayor-council cities, which is 65% of
cities over 370,000.

3This summary comment of the 2001 data is from Kimberly Nelson, Structure of
American Municipal Government, Special Data Issue no. 4 (2002) (Washington, DC:
International City/County Management Association, 2002).

*This percentage is from Kimberly Nelson, “Assessing the CAO Position in a Strong-
Mayor Government,” National Civic Review 91:1 (Spring 2002): 41-54. Nelson studied
the same 40 cities featured in my study.

2. The Recall Provision

During my presentation to the Election Reform Commission, a member asked about the
recall provision. I suggested it was a common feature in large cities. The data from the
2001 Form of Government Survey as reported by MacManus and Bullock support this
conclusion. About 90 percent of cities over 250,000 have the recall provision in their
charters.

3. The Qualifications of CAOs

During all of my presentations, people asked about the qualifications of CAOs compared
to city managers. CAQOs are more likely to have MBA and Law degrees than city
managers who are more likely to have MPA degrees. CAOs are more likely to mix
private sector management experience with public service in appointed positions, such as
serving as deputy mayor and/or as a citizen on a board/commission/authority. I offer two
profiles below to illustrate the qualifications of CAOs.

Jay Czar, CAO, Albuquerque, NM, has an MBA and completed the Kennedy School
Program for Senior Executives in State and Local Government at Harvard in 1993. He
served in various management positions in Albuquerque since 1986 before being
appointed by the Mayor and approved by city council to serve as CAO.

Philip Goldsmith, Managing Director (i.e. CAO), Philadelphia, PA, has law degree from
George Washington University. He has extensive service on various community boards.
He served as a deputy mayor from 1979 to 1982. He held senior management positions



with PNC Bank Corporation from 1982 to 1994. He served as Chief Operating Officer of
Diversified Search Company, an executive recruitment firm, until he joined the city in
Mayor Street’s administration.

The general pattern and these two examples support my conclusion that professional
leadership can be present in mayor-council government, and in Strong Mayor systems.

4. The Use of District Elections and Mixed Systems in Large Cities

Although not reported by Kimberly Nelson' in her summary of the data from the 2001
Form of Government Survey, I reviewed data on electoral methods in the appendix of her
report. The data in Table 2 support my conclusion that district elections and mixed
systems are used by majority of large cities; indeed, 79 percent of cities over 330,000 use
either districts or mixed systems. Columbus, OH is one of the few mayor-council cities
still using at-large elections.

Table 2: Method of Electing City Council (Percentages Reported)

Method Cities over 330,000
At-Large 21
District 42
Mixed 37

'Kimberly Nelson, Elected Municipal Councils, Special Date Issue no. 3 (2002)
(Washington, DC: International City/County Management Association, 2002).



Cincinnati Election Reform
- Commission

ages/Disadvantages
Features in City

nd, Ph.D., Villanova University |

The Relevance of Institutions

e Contextual Influences
e Personal Influences
e Institutional Influences

e The Logic of Appropriateness

e Correcting Problems in Performance




‘Forms of Government

Mayor-Council Form
1. Executive Mayor
2. Council as Counterweight
3. Strengths and Weaknesses

e Council-Manager Form
1. Facilitative Mayor

2." Council as Senior Partner
3. Strengths and Weaknesses

Forms of Government
(Continued) |

e Institutional Variation
1. Frederickson, Johnson and Woods

1. Type [ Cities: Political

2. Type ll Cities: Administrative

3. Type lli Cities: Adapted Cities
2. Cincinnati as “Conciliated City” or Hybrid

e Implications of Adaptation
1. Ambiguity and Conflict
2. Mayoral and Professional Leadership




Empowered Mayor in CM Form |
'Direct'ty elected by the citizens/four-year term/no term limits;
. 'Appointé citizens,

e  Offers a legislative program,

‘o Presents reports;

e First Review of the city manager"s budget;

Empowered Mayor in CM Form
(continued)

Mana

?er Nomination of Appomtment/
Imtlat|on

Dismissal,
e Appoints assistants or deputy mayors;
e Assigns council members to committees;

e Higher pay than council members, and in large
cities, full-time pay;

e The power to veto legislation.




2001 Survey Data on Mayor’s Powers
Council-Manager Cities (%)

e Four-Year Term -

e Annual reporton the state of the city 41
¢ Receives the budget developed by the ' ,
professional manager 30
o [nitiates the appointment and/or dismissal of
the professional manager . 41
e Position Officially defined as ful-time = 7

e Veto ordinances o 12

Strong Mayor in MC Form

" Directly elected by the citizenélfour-year term/no term limits;
e  Appoints citizens; |
e  Offers a legislative program;

; Prepares the budget,

e  The power to veto ordinances,




Strong Mayor in MC Form
(Continued)

o Responsible for exebuti_ng the law;

Appoints depaftmént heads withodt council approval,

Appoints assistants/deputy mayors without council approval;

Full-ﬁme salary,

Appoints a professional CAO without oouncil' approval.

Constrained Mayor in MC Form

e Appointments with Council Ap'proval
e Defined Role for CAO in Charter

e Same professional qualifications as the city manager;
e Prepare the budget and submit it to the mayor,

¢ Recommend personnel appointments to the mayor,
[ ]

Provide policy advice and information to the mayor,
but insures council is also informed.




2001 Survey Data on Mayor’s Powers
Mayor-Council Cities (%) -

Appoint _department heads without'
-council approval

. lndepehdent responsibility to prepare the budget 25
‘e Position officially defined as full-time 28

o  Appoints the CAO without council approval 16

o Three Attributes

1. A graduate degree in public administration, etc;
. 2. Experience in municipal government;

3. Commitment to the roles and values promoted in
ICMA Code of Ethics and Declaration of Ideals




Professional Leadership = -
(Continued) BT

ICMA Credentialed Manager
. - Voluntary
-~ 40 hours continuing education per year

- 17 Core Competencies/Practices

Professional Leadership
(Continued)

e Six Core Roles e City Manager vs CAO

- Educator - Higher Profile
Listener - Greater Independence
- Facilitator

- Subordinate

- Director

- Broker




Electing City Council

o Partisan Elections e Pros and Cons

- . 33% of Mayor-Council - Nature of appeal
Cities S - Independents
- 15% of Council-Manager - Legislative program
Cities - Organize Government
- Voter turnout

Type of Candidate

Electing City Council
(continued)

o At-Large e Pros and Cons

- 51% of MC Cities -~ Cost of Campaigns
- 72% of CM Cities - Nature of Appeals
o District - Motivation to Run
- 24% of MC Cities - Representation
- 9% of CM Cities ¢ Geographic
o Mixed ¢ Demographic
- 25% of MC Cities * Drawing lines

- 19% of CM Cities - Fragmentation




Electing City Council -
(con_tinued)_ |

‘e TermLimits e Con
- 5% of MC Cities - Loss of Experience
. - 13% of CM Cities - Limited Vision of Job
e Pro - Limits Voter Choice
- Counter incumbent '
Advantage ,
- Competitive Elections
- - Responsive to New
Interests '

Size of City Council

¢ 3 to 15 members in CM Cities
e 3 to 50 members in MC Cities
e Advantage of Larger Councils
- Fewer citizens per council member
- Potential for greater diversity on council
¢ Disadvantage of Larger Councils
- Unwieldy/Formal Procedures
- Harder to pinpoint responsibility




+

Length of Term

e Four-Year Terms in large majority of CM and MC Cities
e Advantages of Four-Year Term
.~ Focus on long term/wider range of interests
.- Reduces Campaign Expenses
- . - Reduces Time Campaigning
-e Disadvantage of Four-Year Term
- Longer wait to challenge unpopular official
- Longer period for citizen to commit to serve

City Council Compensation

e Three Types of City Council

- Volunteer (15% of cities; more likely in CM)
- Part-time

e Average pay in CM cities: $7,500

e Average pay in MC cities: $12,566
- Full-time

o More likely in large cities (over 200,000)

e Average Pay in large CM cities: $23,335

o Average Pay in large MC cities: $39,061
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Advantages of Full-Time Councils
. Independence from mayor and manager

careers

3. Attract Politically Ambitious Citizens

2. Focus on Council duties rather than private

Advan.tages of Part-Time Councils
e Less Expensive to Fund

e Attract Successful Private Sector Leaders
e Less Politically Ambitious Citizens

e Focus on Mission and Policy

11



'Final Comments on Form ..

e Option 1 No Change '

e Option 2 Revise Mayor's Powers

e Veto and Appointment/Removal of Clty Manager
° Ralelgh NC and San Jose, CA

e Option 3 Change the Form :
o Mayor appoints CAO (with or without council)
o Defining CAO's Position in Charter?
e Council President Replaces Mayor on Council
e Albuquerque, NM and Philadelphia, PA
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CITIZENS FOR CIVIC RENEWAL

PAGE 3

May Forum to Examine Council Representation in Cincinnati

CCR’s May general membership meeting,
set for Saturday, May 25, will delve into the
decades-old debate over how the citizens
of Cincinnati elect their legislative body.
The current system, whereby all city res-
dents vote for ninc candidates to fill the
nine council seats, was put in place back in
1957, teplacing the proportionate represen-
tation method that was put in place in the
20’s. Over the years, the current system
has been criticized for not insuring equita-
ble representation from the city’s
neighborhoods and minority groups. The
meeting on the 25t will feature former
council candidate Don Drichaus, Jr. argn-
ing in favor of district representation, far-
mer NAACP executive director Art Slater
and former council member Tyrone Yates
in favor of proportionate representation at
seats, and Charter- Committee exea-
tive director Jeff Cramerding discussing the
advantages of the current “9X” system.
After the forum, members of the audience
will be asked to break into small groups
and map out districts under a varety of
scenarios. The mesting, to be beld in the Confer-
ence Ctr. on the 5th floor of the Rooknvod Tower
(3805 Edwards), will start at 10 and will con-
cludz at noon. A kght breakfast will be provided.

The table to the right identifies the 60 lag-
est cities in the nation (Cincinnati is num-
ber 53), and the method of electing their
city councils. Of these cities, only seven
have councils that are elected entirely at
large. The other 53 either have districts
only or a combination
of districts and at large
positions.  Many of
these cities switched to
at large elections in the
early part of the 20th
century, but are going
back to a trepresenta-
tional system. The most
recent city to make the'
change is Mesa, Arizona, which went from
six at large city council seats to six districts
in 1998. There is a wide range in the ratio
of city residents to council member, from
almost 250,000 in Los Angeles to about
12,000 in St. Louis. The average for these
60 cities is 2bout 51,000, which places Cin-
cinnat, with about 37,000 residents per
council member, below average. The
structure of the city council also varies. Of
the 60 largest American cities, 26 have a
mayor-council form, 33 have a councit
manager form, and one—Portdand—has a
commission where each of the council
members are the administrative heads of
various municipal departments.

2000 council method of government
City population members election structure
4 k: - 8008278 51 51 districts
LoSHi 3694820 15 15 districts i‘nayo Acounc’li‘
ﬁ@%@gﬁ 2896016 50 50 wards YOr:C
Haustot 1953631 14 9 dist, 5 at large gm
$2hi ol 1517550 17 10 dist, 7 at large §
1321045 -8 8 districts . i ] -
1223400 8 8 districts councul manager
1188580 14 14 districts - council-manager
San Antonio 1144646 10 10 districts council-manager
Detroit 951270 .9 all at large mayor-council
San Jose 894943 10 10 districts couns 3
i@ 791926 29 25 dist, 4 at large i3
San Franc!sqo 776733 11 11 districts mayor-council
- 735617 19 14 dist, 5 at large WM@W
WS 711470 7 all at large )
656562 6 alt at large
651154 18 6 districts”
650100 -13 9 districts**
596974 17 17 districts
RoS J 589141 13 9 dist, 4 at large Hi¥Eye
Washington 572059 -13 8 wards, 5 at large mayor-council
Nashville 569891 11 35 dist, 6 at large mayor-council
El Paso 563662 8 -~ 8 districts mayor—councul
: ; 563374 9 all at large ;

Bk 554636 -~13 11 dist, 2 at large & :
Charlotte 540828 1" 7 dist, 4 at large council-manager
Fort Worth 534694 8 8 districts council-manager
Portland 525121 4 all at large commission
Oklahoma City ~ 506132 8 8 wards council-manager
Tuscon 486699 6 6 wards council-manager
New Orleans 484674 -7 5 dist, 2 atlarge  mayor-council

. Las Vegas 478434 6 6 wards councu-manager
&nd 478403 21 21 wards ‘ 7
Long Beach 461522 9 9 districts
pRitiRGUEREEN: 448607 -9 9 districts 20 zGouRcHy
Kansas City 441545 12 6 districts*** council-manager
Fresno 427652 7 7 districts council-manager
Virginia Beach 425257 10 7 dist, 3 at large councnl-manager
% 416474 15 12 dist, 3 atlarge §
Sacramento 407018 8 8 districts council-manager
Oakland 399484 8 7 dist, 1 atlarge  council-manager
Mesa 396375 6 6 districts councll-manager
i 393049 -9 9 districts j )
390007 -7 7 districts
] 382618 13 13 wards
Miami 362470 5 5 districts council-manager
Colorado Springs 360890 8 4 dist, 4 atlarge  council-manager
Sisiisk 348189 28 28 wards AyorcouE
Wichita 344284 6 6 districts council-manager
Santa Ana 337977 6 6 districts council-manager
i 334563 -9 9 districts ]
Arlington 332969 8 . 5 dist, 3 at large council-manager
% Cincinnati 331285 9 all at farge council-manager
Anaheim 328014 4 all at large council-manager
Toledo 313619 12 6 dist, 6 atlarge mayor-council
Tampa 303447 7 4 dist, 3 at large mayor-council
Buffalo 292648 13 g dist, 4 atlarge  mayor-council
St. Paul 287151 7 7 wards mayor-council
Corpus Chisti 277454 8 5 dist, 3 atlarge  council-manager
Aurora 276393 10 6 wrds, 4 at large council-manager
. Each of Baltimore's six districts elect three members each. ‘

had Two of Memphis' nine districts are super-districts that elect three members each.

b Each of Kansas City's six districts elect two members each.
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Article 111
MAYOR

Section 1. A mayor shall be elected for
a term of four years, commencing on the
first day of December next after his or her
election. Upon taking the oath of office, the
mayor shall serve until a successor is duly
elected and qualified. The mayor shall
receive annual compensation in an amount
equal to twice the compensation payable to a
member of counsel as provided in Article II,
Section 4. Such compensation shall be
payable semi-monthly.

(Amended by Ord. No. 418-1985, eff. Sept.
5, 1985; election of Nov. 5, 1985; a. Ord.
No. 348-1987, eff. Oct. 1, 1987; election of
Nov. 3, 1987; amended by Ord. No. 77-
1999, eff. Dec. 1, 2001; election of May 4,
1999)

Section 2. It shall be the duty of the eity
manager mayor to act as chief conservator
of the peace within the city; to supervise the
administration of the affairs of the city with
the assistance of the chief administrative
officer except as otherwise specifically
provided in this charter; to see that the
ordinances of the city and the laws of the
state are enforced; to make all appointments

and removals in’ the administrative and .

executive service except as otherwise
provided in this charter; to make such
recommendation te—the—mayor—and to the
council concerning the affairs of the city as
may to him or her seem desirable; to keep
the mayer public and the council advised of
the financial condition and future needs of
the city; to prepare and submit to the mayeor
council the annual budget estimate for-the
; . . .

mayors/ o E '.‘: I

beni | i o4l PFep 'IE m;
reperts-as—may-be-required-by-each and to

perform such other duties as may be

prescribed by this charter or required of him
or her by ordinance—er—resolution—ofthe
counecil.

The eity-manager mayor shall have the
powers conferred by law upon boards of

control. Except as otherwise provided in
this charter, all other executive and
administrative powers conferred by the laws
of the state upon any municipal official shall

be exercised by the eity-manager mayor or
persons designated by him or her.

(Amended by Ord. No. 77-1999, eff. Dec. 1,
2001; election of May 4, 1999)

of-the-eouneil-but-shall-net-have-avete-on
the-ecouneil: The mayor may call a special
meeting of the council. The mayor shall
exercise the veto power as provided in

Article II. The-mayershall-appeint-and-may
. el L without the-advi
‘o
ane 1 lemiclati E i ' E'Z’E“hlg

The mayor shall be recognized as the
official head and representative of the city
for all purposes, except as provided
otherwise in this charter.

ATTACHMENT G



appointment: The mayor shall appoint a
chief administrative officer, who may be
removed by the mayor at any time, with or
without cause.

The mayor shall deliver an annual address
to the council and citizens of the city
reporting on the state of the city and making
recommendations for the establishment and
achievement of future city goals.

The mayor shall transmit to the council the

annual budget estimate.-prepared-by-the-eity
manager- The-transmittal-shall-oecur-within
15-days-afierreceipt-from-the-city-manager

’ inelude.ol 4 i
propesed-budget:

The mayor shall perform such other duties
as may be prescribed by this charter or as
may be imposed by eeunecil ordinance
consistent with the office. The mayor shall
be recognized as the official head of the city
for all ceremonial purposes, by the courts for
the purpose of serving civil process, and by
the governor for military purposes.

In time of public danger or emergency, the
mayor may, with the consent of the council,
take command of the police, maintain order
and enforce the law.

The mayor shall appoint his or her
assistants in the unclassified service and
shall fix their salaries. Such assistants shall
serve at the pleasure of the mayor and shall
constitute the mayoral service. The mayor
shall make such other appointments allowed

by this charter, ordinance or state law. Al
Othef—appeilmmmade—by-memaye;
halll o with the advi i :
this—charter- (Amended by Ord. No. 77-

1999, eff. Dec. 1, 2001; election of May 4,
1999)

Section 3. At-the—first-meeting—ofthe
couneil-after-its—election,—the—mayeor—shall

seleet———a—ﬂee—mayer—&em—&meﬂg—ﬂae

yeaf—tem—e#the-eeuﬂeﬂ&abjeet—te—feme#al
by—the—mayor- The wice—mayoer chief

administrative officer shall have the powers
and perform the duties of the mayor during
the mayor’s absence or disability. When

. kd 1_ ] I ‘ 1. . ’l
compensation—shall-attach—to-the—eoffico—of

On the date of taking office, the mayor
shall designate in writing, provided to the
clerk of council, a first mayoral successor
and a second mayoral successor chosen from
among the members of council. The mayor
may revoke and make new designations in
writing delivered to the clerk of council at
any time. In the event of the death, removal
or resignation of the mayor, the vice-mayor
first mayoral successor shall succeed to the
office of mayor in accordance with this
section. The second mayoral successor shall
succeed to the office of mayor if the first
mayoral successor declines or is unable to
serve. The—vice—mayor’'s—vacancy Any
resulting vacancy on council shall be filled
in accordance with Article II, Section 4a of
this charter and a new vice-mayer mayoral
successor shall be selected designated by the
new mayor from the members of the
council.




Should the death, removal or resignation
of the mayor occur prior to June 1 of a year
in which a regular election for the choice of
members of the council will be held, but not
a regular election for mayor, the vice-mayer
successor shall hold the office of mayor
until December 1 of that year and until a
new sueeessor mayor is elected and
qualified to fill the unexpired term. An
election to fill the unexpired term of mayor
will be held on the date of the regular
municipal election for the choice of
members of the council. Nominations and
election of the mayor to the unexpired term
shall be governed by the provisions of
Article IX of the charter for the election of
the mayor.

‘Should the death, removal or resignation
of the mayor occur on or after June 1 of the
year in which a regular municipal election
for the choice of members to the council will
be held, but not a regular election for the
office of mayor, the viee—mayer mayor’s
successor shall sueceed—to—the—office—of
mayor—serve for the remainder of the
unexpired term of the mayor. (Amended by
Ord. No. 77-1999, eff. Dec. 1, 2001;

- election of May 4, 1999)

December 151987 (Added by Ord. No.
848-1987. eff. Oct. 1, 1987; election of Nov.
3,1987)

Section 5 4. If any provision of Article III,
as amended, be held to be unconstitutional

or in violation of state law, this shall not
affect the validity, force or effect of any
other provision. (Added by Ord. No. 348-

- 1987, eff.. Oct. 1, 1987; electlon of Nov. 3,

1987)
Article IV.

~ EXECUTIVE AND ADMINISTRATIVE

SERVICE

 Gity Manager” hief Administrative Officer

Section 1. Tiie mayor, as provided in
Article III of th#; charter, shall point a eity
manager chief sdministrative officer.—whe
shall—be—th¢ —chief—executive—and

- administrative-cificer-of-the-city: The eity

manager chief ajiministrative officer shall be
appointed solely; on the basis of his or her

executive and :Jministrative qualifications
and need not, wiien appointed, be a resident

* of the city of stzie. Neither-the-mayor nor-a

A member of ccuncil shall not be appointed
as eity-manager chief administrative officer.

The eity—manuger chief administrative
officer shall be appointed for an indefinite

term, as hereinafier provided. The eity
manager chief administrative officer shall be
removable at any time at the pleasure of the

mayor. and—the—couneil—as—provided—in
Arhele—lll—}ilfemeved—at-aay—hme—aﬁer—the

er-her—final-remeoval-shall bake—effect—but
suspend-him-or-her-from-effice—The action
of the mayor and-the-couneil in suspending




or removing the eity—manager = chief’
administrative officer shall be final, it being’
the intention of this charter to vest all
authority and fix all responsibility for any
such suspension or removal in the mayor.
and-the—couneil: The chief administrative
officer shall assist the mayor in the’
management of _the

such duties assigned or delegated by the’
mayor. ¢

The eeuneil mayor may authorize the
* designation of some other officer of the clty '

. to perform the duties of the eity-manager”
chief administrative officer during the eany@'

" anager’s chief administrative officer’s”
-: absence or disability. The em'—manager

<. chief administrative officer shall receivé’

" such compensation and related benefits a¥
. are determined by the council. (Amende&"
" by Ord. No. 77-1999, eff. Dec. 1 2001
* election of May 4, 1999)

At

Section 2. The eity—manager chief
administrative officer shall report to the"

" mayor. and-the-couneil: Neither the-mayer
the council nor any of its committees or
members shall interfere in any way with the:
appointment of removal of any of the:
- officers and employees in the administrative:

- service. Except for the purpose of inquiry;

- the-mayer the council and its members shall -
- deal with that part of the administrative-
service for which the eity-manager mayor
and/or the chief administrative officer is:
responsible, solely through the eity-managet:
- mayor. (Amended by Ord. No. 77-1999, eff:
- Dec. 1, 2001; election of May 4, 1999)

Seetion-3:

Section43 The eity—manager mayor,
chief administrative officer, and such other

officers of the city as may be designated by
vote of the council, shall be entitled to seats’
in the council. None of said officials shall

Q city and its ,
- administrative service and shall pcrforr’h"

have a vote in the council but the eity
manager-smayor and chief administrative
officer shall have the right to discuss any
matter coming before the council and the
other officers shall be entitled to discuss any
matter before the council relating to their
respective departments and offices.

City Solicitor’

Sectior 5. The eity-manager mayor shall
appoint a city solicitor. No person shall be

eligible tc the office who is not an attorney
at law, duly admitted to practice in this state.
He shal! serve the council, officers and
boards of the city as legal counsel and
attorney, and shall represent the city as legal
counsel aud attorney, and shall represent the
city in ali proceedings in court. He shall act
as proseruting attorney in the municipal
court. He shall perform all other duties now
or hereaficr imposed upon city solicitors by
the law: of the state, unless otherwise
provided by ordinance of the council, and
such other duties as the council may impose
upon hin: consistent with his office. The
solicitor shall appoint his assistants and fix
their salaries, but the maximum number of
assistants and the total amounts of the
assistants’ salaries shall be fixed by council.
The assistants shall hold their offices at the
pleasure of the solicitor.

Director of Finance*

' This heading does not constitute part of the ext of
the charter of the city of Cincinnati. It was added
solely for convenience in identifying subject matter
in the January, 1969 republication of the charter by
the clerk of council.

! This heading does not constitute part of the ext of
the charter of the city of Cincinnati. It was added
solely for convenience in identifying subject matter
in the January, 1969 republication of the charter by
the clerk of council.



Section 6. The council shall have pewer
by majority vote, to create a department of
finance and to authorize the eity—manager
mayor to appoint a director of finance::and
such subordinates, including a city treasurer,
from time to time, as he sees fit. “'The
council shall prescribe the qualifications-and
duties of the director of finance and may
provide for the administrative organization
of the department. The council may transfer
to the director of finance or one or more of
his subordinates any duties previously
performed by the city treasurer or the ‘city
auditor, as well as any other powers that it
may see fit. The council shall also*fave
power to appoint, from time to tinfg, an
auditor or auditors to examine the records
and accounts of the city or any gff its
officers,  departments,  boards " or
commissions and report the findings {d" the
council. The director of finance shall bé the
chief fiscal officer of the city. (Ordinance
No. 301-1950, passed by the city couricil on
September 6, 1950, abolished the eXisting
offices of city auditor and city treasurer,
established a department of finance,
authorized appointment of a director of
finance and subordinates.) A

Ve

Ea

Director of Public Utilities®

Section 7. The eity-manager mayor-shall
appoint a director of public utilities. Except

as otherwise provided by ordinance of the
council, the director shall succeed to the
powers and duties of the director of street
railroads and the director of motor buses,
and shall exercise the administrative powers
of the city in relation to public utilities,
except the Cincinnati water works, the
Cincinnati Southern Railway, and any other

municipally owned or operated utilities.
The council shall refer to the eity-manager
mayor all applications and matters of
proposed grants and renewals of grants for
any public utility within the city. The eity
manager mayor shall cause the director of
public utilities promptly to investigate the
same and the eity—manager mayor shall
report in writing to the council his advice
and recommendations. The director shall
perform such other duties as may be
imposed upon him by the-eouneil ordinance
or the ity manager mayor.

Superintendent of Water Works™

Section 9. The eity-manager mayor shall
appoint the superintendent of water works,

who shall have charge of the administration
of the Cincinnati water works. A sufficient
charge shall be made for the supply of
water, or any other public utility service
operated by the city, to pay the expenses of
such water works or other utility, the
interest, sinking fund and retirement charges
on bonds issued for such water works or
other public utility, and for such
improvements to said water works or other
public utility as council may determine
should be paid for without the issue of
bonds. The city shall have the power to sell
water outside of the city limits and outside
of the state at such price as the council may
determine. Revenue derived from the water
works by the city shall be used for the
purposes of said water works, and for no
other purpose, and shall not be subject to
transfer to any other fund.

Removal of Officials’




Section 10. The city solicitor, director of
finance, director of public utilities, and
superintendent of the water works shall be
subject to removal by the eity—manager
mayor. '




ELECTORAL REFROM COMMISSION
-MINORITY REPORT-
March 8, 2004

Mr. Mayor and Members of Council,

1.) The members of the Electoral Reform Commission who voted in opposition to a nine-district
election system and those members who voted in opposition to the executive mayor proposal offer
the following Minority Report for your consideration.

2.) It is the position of the Minority Collective that no change in the method of Council elections is
advisable at this time. Data gathered during the Electoral Reform Commission’s public hearings
suggest that minority representation on City Council is a driving force behind the perceived need for
a district election system. In addition, it is argued by those in favor of districts that Council
members will be more accountable, and therefore more responsive, to the neighborhoods within their
respective districts. Evidence collected by the Electoral Reform Commission does not support these
claims.

3.) The most recent Council election has shown that equitable African American representation on
Council can be achieved under our current at-large system. In fact, professional polling results
indicate that 61% of those polled feel that City Council fairly represents them and their neighbors,
70% feel that City Council is responsive to issues that concern the city, and 53% feel that the current
method of Council elections is serving the city well and should be kept as it is. Currently, three
African American Council members reside in the same neighborhood (with a fourth living in an
adjacent neighborhood that was included within the same district in all district map proposals
considered by this commission); a result that would not have been possible under a district system.

4.) It is the opinion of the Minority Collective that a district election system would likely serve to pit
neighborhood against neighborhood at the expense of issues facing the entire city, and create and/or
exacerbate tensions between and among majority and minority groups.

5.) Although we recommend no change in the method of Council elections at this time, it is the opinion
of the Minority Collective that a proportional representation election system would be far superior to
a district-based system. Such a system would ensure that all minority groups gain representation on
Council without the attendant horse-trading and neighborhood competition likely under a district-
based election system.

6.) The Minority Collective opposes the executive mayor proposal. Professional city management
provides a barrier to the corruption and politicizing tendencies that surge when one person holds
authority over city operations, and ensures that qualified personnel oversee daily city operations
without unnecessary political interference. Failures of city management may be attributable to
incompetent professional management; a concern that can be corrected through replacement of
personnel. In addition, city management can be enhanced if Council fulfills its obligations as a
board of directors establishing policy and avoids micro-management of the City Manager’s office;
likely freeing professional management resources to focus on the city’s day-to-day operations. Poll
results indicate that 59% oppose eliminating the City Manager position.

Thank you for you consideration. Any portion of this Minority Report will be supplemented at your
request.

Art Slater (1-6) Christopher Bortz ~ (1-6)

Marilyn Ormsbee (1-6)



